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Hi Ali, 

How are you doing? Fine I hope. I am Wissam Nasr, the 
Executive Director of the Islamic Institute for Human Rights. Not 
too long ago, I sent in a long commentary refuting the many 
erroneous claims on your site. Despite your insistence that you 


will take down your site if you are proven wrong--which my 
commentary clearly accomplished, I see that your site still exists. 


I have read my comments on the comments page. I find it a 
little too convenient that you respond to only some of the 
comments posted there. I understand that it would take you a 
great deal of time to respond to each one individually, so I am 
asking that you answer me, because I am articulate and 
knowledgeable enough to properly defend Islam against your 
disinformation. 


I am very knowledgeable about Islam and I promise you that I 
can win absolutely any debate with you, from philosophy to 
theology to Islam in actual practice. I challenge you to publish 
my comments and I challenge you to try to answer them. I must 
tell you right now, however, that I am heavily armed with 
information and citations. As you will soon see, my good friend, 
it will be impossible to prove me wrong. I will give you so much 
accurate knowledge and reasoning, that inshallah you will convert 
to Islam. If that sounds crazy, then look around you Ali--crazier 
things have happened. 


Ali, you know perfectly well why your site is here. You hate 
Islam. That is clear to even the casual reader of your site. 
However, you need to open your mind to logic and accurate 
information. Therefore I challenge you or anyone else on your 
“staff to debate ME. All I ask is that you bring your logic to the 


table. If you are sincere about your challenge, and a man of your 
word, then let me personally put your site out of business. 


Waiting for your response, 
Wissam Nasr 
Executive Director, 


Islamic Institute for Human Rights 


The following is what Mr. Wissam Nasr wrote to me [i.e. 
Ali Sina] a few months ago that I did not respond then. 


Greetings Sir, 


I read your website with great interest. I would like to point 
out to you, however, that you have many half-truths, exagge- 
rations, and outright lies in your articles. Since I would prefer to 
believe that you are just misinformed, and not a person spewing 
hate, I will gladly point out to you your errors, and thus, accept 
your challenge. If you are indeed interested in the Truth, then you 
will publish this email. Indeed, all that you will read below is 
fact, and I have included citations. 


One of your first erroneous claims is this: "slam as it is taught 
in Quran (Koran) and lived by Muhammad, as is reported in the 
Hadith (Biography and sayings of the Prophet) is a religion of 
intolerance, inequality, violence, discrimination, superstition, 
fanaticism, and blind faith...Islam advocates killing the non- 
Muslims, abuses the human rights of the minorities and women. 
Islam expanded by Jihad (holy war) and forced its way by killing 
the non-believers and the dissidents." 


Let's examine these claims, in no particular order. You claim 
that Islam is based on blind faith and superstition. That is 
interesting because when we open ‘THE OXFORD HISTORY OF 
ISLAM’ (John Esposito, 1999), the very first sentence of the 


second chapter, "Fruit of the Tree of Knowledge: The 


' 


Relationship between Faith and Practice in Islam" reads as 


follows: "Faith is never blind in Islam." 


Oxford goes on to reveal that "Jslam is the conscious and 
rational submission of the contingent and limited human will to 
the absolute and omnipotent will of God." Read the rest of the 
chapter, and you will find in numerous places that Islam is based 
on knowledge and reason (clearly stated on page 66). 


This is a direct contradiction to what you claim on your 
website. 


The second erroneous claim you make is that Islam is a 
religion of intolerance. This is clearly not based on history. All 
we must do is simply compare the expansion of the Islamic 
Empire with other empires. Other empires, such as the Roman or 
Egyptian Empire expanded with brute force, simply killing 
everyone in their way. Islamic expansion was quite different, as 
any history book would tell you. Moslems would not even live in 
the same town as the one they conquered. They built garrison 
towns next to the towns, and lived there without harming anyone. 
The collected a tax like all other governments. Any history book 
will tell you that Islamic expansion was the least bloody of any 
expansion in history. If you take issue with this, then read what 
the ‘Oxford History of Islam’ says about Islamic expansion: 


"During the expansion of the caliphal empire, the Islamic 
community itself spread beyond the empire. Whereas the spread 
of the empire was carried out mainly by armies [as a political 
entity, not as a religion], the spread of the Islamic faith beyond 
the caliphates borders was usually the work of merchants or 
pious preachers. In many parts of the empire, even in those 
conquered early on such as Egypt or Iran, the population 
remained predominantly non-Muslim for centuries. With time, 
more conquered peoples embraced Islam... forced conversions 


were rare, but in some cases the imposition of higher taxes on 
non-Muslims may have created an economic incentive for 
embracing Islam. For the most part, however, the gradual 
Islamization of the empire’s populations was part of a complex 
transformation of the whole social environment, involving many 
factors that impinged simultaneously on the individual and the 
family: economic and _ political advantage, social mobility, 
linguistic and cultural affinities, marriage and kinship require - 
ments, and, above all, the intrinsic appeal of Islam as a belief 
system." 


It becomes clear then that Islam did not spread by violence 
(and is thus not a violent religion), and that minorities were 
respected —because, as we see above, Moslems were the 
minorities! In fact, one commentator I read pointed out a simple 
fact: If Islam was a religion of violence, they would have killed 
millions during their expansion. Even today, if Islam were a 
religion of violence, then we would have 1.2 billion people armed 
to the teeth and ready to fight what you call a "holy war". (By the 
way, jihad does not mean holy war. This is one of the more well- 
known misconceptions about Islam. Jihad means struggle or 
resistance to evil - the struggle to purge your inner self from evil, 
and if no recourse exists, then armed struggle under certain, very 
stringent guidelines. I would suggest you actually read about 
Jihad before dismissing it as a "holy war".) Also, do not forget 
the Islam is derived from the word Salaam, which means peace. 
All scholars and historians and people who visited Islamic 
countries agree that your normal average Muslim loves peace. 
Hence the word "extremists"--by virtue of the word itself, 
extremists are an aberration of Islam. 


Another completely erroneous claim that you make is that the 
Koran says the Earth is flat or the sun is fixed. This is really 
bizarre and untrue. When they say the Sun is on a fixed term and 
runs its course, it is saying from our perspective here on Earth. If 


that is true, then how could Muslims advance Astronomy so far? 
There is an entire section in the Oxford History devoted to 
Islamic efforts in astronomy and math. Truly, reading will set 
your straight and logic will prove your claim not only false, but 
really farfetched. In fact, I laughed out loud when I heard such a 
ridiculous claim. Let me state my point again: If Islam teaches us 
to think the Earth is flat or whatever you claim, then how could 
we make such notable advances in astronomy, science, and math? 


In short, I have read your entire website, and you have taken 
so many things out of context that your credibility is non-existent. 
You have twisted things to misinterpret almost every Islamic 
concept, and all parts of Islamic history. I imagine that this is a 
mixture of your hate for Islam with poor, biased sources. I beg, 
beg, beg you to read the Oxford History of Islam to see what our 
foremost scholars say about this religion. If you do not read 
objective, in depth sources, then you are a victim of the same 
ignorance that you are accusing Moslems of. It’s really that 
simple. You have so many lies and exaggerations on your 
website, that I could write a book correcting you. Why should I 
do that when you can read books for yourself? 


There is one more thing I would like to quote from the ‘Oxford 
History’, just so you know: 


"About Christians themselves, the Koran is quite charitable. 
Apart from accusations of heresy for their stand on the Trinity 
and some chiding for the conviction that theirs is the true 
religion, the Koran declares that Christians are people of 
compassion and mercy, that they will be able to enter paradise, 
and even that they are nearest in love to the Muslim believers ”’. 
(page 307) 


"For many Christians the arrival of Islam was actually seen as 
a liberation from the tyranny of fellow Christians rather than as a 
menace of even a challenge to their own faith. Such acquiescence, 


of course, was encouraged by the fact that under Islam they were 
guaranteed the right to continue as independent communities 
[where is your claim of religious intolerance here?] The Dhimmi 
(minority) status, despite the obligations and lower status attached 
to it, was for many people preferable option to Byzantine 
oppression... the arrival of the Muslims was welcomed by a 
significant portion of the population... significant numbers of the 
embers of these eastern communions eventually converted to 
Islam”. (p. 309) 


I would also like to say that your website is clearly biased 
against Islam. This, of course, ruins its credibility as an objective 
source of material. There are many awful abuses of Islam’s beliefs 
throughout the world. It is awful what people are doing in Islam’s 
name. Clear examples are the Taliban and Iran’s bloody past. But 
you have to draw distinctions between these corrupt governments 
and average Muslims who do not wish for bloodshed or harm to 
others. Do we judge farmers in Texas by the actions of the CIA? No. 
Of course, not. All people want human rights, but it is 
GOVERNMENTS that have historically repressed them. Do not equate 
Muslims with what you see their very corrupt, often dictatorial 
regimes doing. Because as anyone can tell you, you cannot 
generalize about 1.2 billion people, which is exactly what you are 
doing. You have to do some serious studying, but even more 
serious thinking about the hate you harbor towards 1.3 billion 
people on this Earth. You fail to draw distinctions, instead lumping 
together people with stereotypes. This is very clear to even casual 
visitors to your website. 


Please read more about Islam. It is only in this way that you can 
find the truth from reliable sources. The books you have been 
reading are quite inaccurate, as can be seen from your website’s 
statements. If you do not believe me, then read the Oxford History 
of Islam, and tell me what you think those scholars would say about 
your website. 


Wissam Nasr 


Dear Mr. Wissam Nasr, 


Before we proceed, may I ask you if as the Executive Director 
of Islamic Institute for Human Rights you defend the human 
rights of women and minorities in Islamic countries or you are 
only interested in the rights of the Muslims living in the West to 
promote their religion without opposition? Do you at all operate 
in any Islamic country? 


If you agree that all people are humans and their rights must 
be protected, would you please tell us what your Institute has 
done for the Christians, Hindus or Bahais that are persecuted 
systematically at the hands of the Muslims in Sudan, Egypt, 
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Iran or other Islamic countries? 


Also how can you reconcile the human rights of the minorities 
in Islamic countries with the law of Jizya that apparently you 
agree with? Did you defend the right of the guy in Saudi Arabia 
that was condemned to execution for possessing a copy of the 
Bible? 

As a defender of human rights, please tell us what is your 
opinion about this report: 


“The Wall Street Journal, April 9, 2002: In Saudi Arabia, there is the 
concept of blood money. If a person has been killed or caused to die by 
another, the latter has to pay blood money or compensation, as follows: 


100,000 riyals if the victim is a Muslim man 
50,000 riyals if a Muslim woman 

50,000 riyals if a Christian man 

25,000 riyals if a Christian woman 

6,666 riyals if a Hindu man 

3,333 riyals if a Hindu woman 


That is, a Muslim man's life is worth 33 times that of a Hindu 
woman” 


However, if in your opinion the "unbelievers" and the kafirs 
are less human than Muslims and their rights are not the same as 
the rights of the Muslims, please disregard this question. Your 
silence would be an eloquent answer. 


Now let me answer your questions: 


You refute my claim that Islam is a religion based on blind 
faith, and to prove your case you quote from ‘The Oxford History 
of Islam’ written by John Esposito that says, “Faith is never blind 
in Islam”. Perhaps that definition satisfies you, but it does not 
satisfy me. I have stopped believing blindly in anyone including 
John Esposito, if enough proofs are not provided. I look at the 
facts and make my own mind. 


The very fact that Islam means “submission” indicates that it 
is contrary to freethinking. This word does not drive from 
Salama, which means health or Salam, which is a wish for good 
health or peace. Islam drives from Taslim, which means 
surrender or submission. You cannot think independently and 
submit your intelligence and your will to someone else at the 
same time. A prerequisite of freethinking and rational thinking is 
doubt. Belief is the antithesis to doubt. 


Let me make this concept clear. Belief means accepting 
something without evidence. According to Oxford Dictionary, 
belief is: “The feeling that something is real and true”. Thus, belief 
is based on feeling, not on facts. And feelings can be wrong. 


You say, “Faith is never blind in Islam”. Please tell me how 
factual are the beliefs in Miraj, in Jinns, in splitting the moon or 
in the Quranic story of creation? All these beliefs are contrary to 
science and human logic. They are based on blind faith and sheer 
ignorance. Instead of listening to John Esposito or other 
apologists of Islam, you better listen to what science and common 
sense dictate. How can any intelligent rational being believe in 
Miraj, Jinns or other Islamic nonsense? Isn’t this blind faith? 


What the belief in Muhammad as a messenger of God is based 
on? Who said Muhammad was truly a messenger of God and not 
an impostor? Can you present any solid evidence for that belief? 
Muslims believe Muhammad was who he claimed to be because 
that is what is written in Quran. But the Quran came out of the 
mouth of Muhammad. If he was a liar, the Quran is also a lie. 
Isn’t this circular reasoning? Isn’t this blind faith? Can you prove 
that Quran is truly the world of God? This book is full of 
mistakes and sheer nonsense. How can one believe in Islam 
without blind faith? 


In your second point you claim that Islam did not expand 
through violence. Sir, who do you want to fool? Are you going to 
deny all the books of history including your own? Islam has 
advanced through violence since the day one. What do you think 
Muhammad was doing in his Qazwas (raids)? The reason why the 
first time you sent me this message I just published it without 
responding to it is because I have no time to waste with people 
who either have not read anything about Islam and defend it or 
just resort to deceit and lies. 


You claimed that after the invasion of Arabs the population of 
Iran and Egypt remained predominantly non-Muslim for 
centuries. That is true but you forget to mention that this 
resistance was a bloody resistance. Iranians fought a long time 
against Islam until they succumbed under the brutal forces of 
darkness. 


You wrote: “With time, more conquered peoples embraced 
Islam... forced conversions were rare, but in some cases the 
imposition of higher taxes on non-Muslims may have created an 


J 


economic incentive for embracing Islam.’ 


It amazes me that you cannot see the evil in this confession of 
yours and use it to present Islam as a non-violent religion. Here 
you admit that people were “conquered”. Tell me how this is 


possible without war and use of violence? You say forced 
conversion were rare. They were not rare. But the fact that you 
admit that people were forced to convert demonstrates that Islam 
is not a "religion of peace". You talk of imposition of taxes on 
non-Muslims as an incentive for people to embrace Islam. So by 
your own admission people converted to Islam not because they 
found it a true religion, but because they were under duress. If 
you know this much of Islam, aren’t you ashamed to belong to 
this oppressive and violent cult? What do you think if the West 
starts levying especial taxes on Muslims? Would that be fair? 
How many Muslims will remain faithful when they have to give 
50% of their income as penalty for being Muslims? (50% is what 
Muhammad charged the Jews after raiding their town in Kheibar) 
Is this a humane law? I want you to answer this because you are 
not stranger to human rights. This is your business. You should 
know. In any non-Islamic country, impose special tax such as 
Jizyah on Muslims, and you Mr. director of human rights would 
be up in arms fighting tooth and nail crying injustice. Why do you 
say nothing about Jizyah then? 


You say Islam did not spread through violence. Then how do 
you suppose it spread? Through dialogue and open discussion? 
Would you publish this letter of mine in your site (ust as I 
publish yours in mine) to prove that you mean what you say and 
you are not afraid of open discussions? My friend, which Islamic 
country allows open discussion on Islam? Which Islamic Internet 
site allows it? In which one of Islamic countries can you decide to 
leave Islam and live to tell about it? Do you know what the 
punishment of the apostates in Islam is? Read this [http://main. 
faithfreedom.org/Articles/quran_teaches.htm] if you want to 
refresh your memory. 


You say that if Islam was the religion of violence then all the 
1.2 billion people would be armed to the teeth to fight in the holy 
war. As a matter of fact, the good news is that most of the 


Muslims are not living by what Islam requires from them. We 
even have nations such as Bangladesh and sometimes Pakistan 
that elect women as their rulers. This is completely against what 
Muhammad said about the women. He said, "Never will succeed 
such a nation as makes a woman their ruler." 


So fortunately all Muslims are not aware of the inhumane 
teachings of Islam and the majority of them still are under the 
delusion that Islam means peace. Nevertheless Muhammad was 
clear about it. He not only said that Paradise is under the shade of 
the sword but also made his Allah reveal: 


2:216- Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it 
is possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for you 

Now can you please tell us how fighting can be good for us? 
Please don’t tell me that the meaning of that verse is “self- 
defense’. There is no need for God telling people to fight, kill and 
maim their enemies in self-defense. Self-defense is natural in all 
living organisms including ameba and bacteria. It is just 
ridiculous to claim that all these violent verses are for self- 
defense. Does this verse sound to you a teaching for self-defense? 


9:5- But when the forbidden months are past, then fight and 
slay the Pagans wherever ye find them, and seize them, beleaguer 
them, and lie in wait for them in every stratagem. 


You say Jihad means struggle against "self". Really! Was 
Muhammad struggling against his se/f when he raided the Jewish 
quarters of Medina, massacred all their men and enslaved their 
women and children? Do you really believe that by waging war 
against innocent people, killing them and raping their wives, 
Muhammad was just struggling against his selfish ego? 

Volume 4, Book 53, Number 392: Narrated Abu Huraira: 
While we were in the Mosque, the Prophet came out and said, 
"Let us go to the Jews". We went out till we reached Bait-ul- 
Midras. He said to them, "Jf you embrace Islam, you will be safe. 


You should know that the earth belongs to Allah and His Apostle, 
and I want to expel you from this land. So, if anyone amongst you 
owns some property, he is permitted to sell it, otherwise you 
should know that the Earth belongs to Allah and His Apostle." 


Perhaps you have forgotten the famous saying of your 
messenger of peace who said: "J have been ordered by God to 
fight with people till they bear testimony to the fact that there is 
no God but Allah and that Mohammed is his messenger, and that 
they establish prayer and pay Zakat (money). If they do it, their 
blood and their property are safe from me" (see Bukhari Vol. I, p. 
13). 


If you disagree with the meaning of this hadith, please try to 
convince your own coreligionists first. For example, try Dr. 
Muhammad Sa’id Ramadan al-Buti, the Azhar scholar, who in his 
book "Jurisprudence in Muhammad’s Biography" says: 


"The Holy War, as it is known in Islamic Jurisprudence, is 
basically an offensive war. This is the duty of Muslims in every 
age when the needed military power becomes available to them. 
This is the phase in which the meaning of Holy War has taken its 
final form. Thus the apostle of God said: ‘I was commanded to 


fight the people until they believe in God and his message ... 
(pg. 134, 7 Edition) 


Notwithstanding the errors in your letter, you said something 
that I agree completely with and that is the “normal, average 
Muslim loves peace”. This is absolutely true. But the “normal, 
average Muslim” knows nothing about Islam. He reads the Quran, 
but does not understand it. Muslims are unaware of the violence 
that exists in that book. They are oblivious of who was 
Muhammad and how ruthless, pervert, crazy and violent was that 
man. And that is why our site and its dedicated writers try to 
remedy. We are mostly ex-Muslims who started to read the Quran 
and, after going through the initial stages of shock and denial, 


came to see the real face of Islam. Now we are determined to 
unveil the real Islam to the world and especially to our Muslim 
brothers and sisters. By extremists we do not mean all the 
Muslims; we mean the REAL Muslims who understand the Quran 
and practice it. 


Furthermore, you denied the fact that Quran says Earth is flat 
and Sun rotates around it. I am not going to discuss that here 
because I have discussed it elsewhere and if you care you can 
read it in this link: main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/sina/genesis.htm 


See also this article: http://main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/ 
avijitroy/flatearth.htm 


But I totally disagree with you when you credit Islam for the 
intellectual prowess and scientific achievements of the great 
minds born as Muslims. This is utterly dishonest. 


What the talents and achievements of Khayyam, Ibn Arabi, 
Ibn Sina and other luminaries born as Muslims have to do with 
Islam? Does Quran teach Algebra, Chemistry, Biology or 
Astronomy? Muhammad made a mistake in parting the inheri- 
tance. This guy could not add simple fractions. Why do you want 
to credit Islam for the achievements of these great minds? Our 
people had a culture and a civilization that predated Islam by 
thousands of years. It is amazing that we call our own 
architecture, art, science and literature “Islamic”. What is Islamic 
about them? We even call Arabic names Islamic. What do you 
think Arabs used to call themselves before Islam? I noticed that 
Pakistanis and Bengalis have Persian names and they call these 
purely Iranian names like Parviz, Afrasiab, Sardar, Kamran, etc 
“Islamic” names. This is amazing. Please, give credit where credit 
is due. What our people created with their own genius is not 
Islamic. It is ours. The accomplishments of our luminaries are no 
more Islamic than the theories of Einstein are Jewish and those of 
Darwin are Christian. Yet, no Christian or Jew would credit his 


religion for the greatness of the scientists and philosophers born 
amongst them. Only Muslims who do not mind to live a 
delusional faith of self deceit make such claims. 


What did Islam do for art? What did it do for music? What did 
the prophet say about the poets? What were his views on 
Economy or Astronomy? How much did he know about 
Agriculture? He once said, ‘it is useless to pollinate the female 
date trees with the flowers of the male trees’. Then when the trees 
did not produce dates, he said I am just a man and I make 
mistakes. This man was an absolute ignorant. That is why those 
who believe in him have sunk into fanaticism and have not 
advanced. We have 1.2 billion people following a lunatic. What 
can be expected from them? 


What happened to Ibn Sina and Ar Razi? They were called 
apostates and their philosophical views were rejected. Ar Razi 
wrote a tome on rationalism and rejected the mumbo jumbo of 
religion. He called prophets "Billy goats" and "charlatans". His 
book was destroyed. All that is left are fragments of his sayings in 
a book of refutation to him. In Islam the freethinking is 
discouraged. If it weren’t for Islam, most likely we would have 
made the enlightenment happen in Iran 400 years before it took 
place in Europe. During the Caliphates of the Abbasids, many 
great minds were born. This was possible because these rulers 
were secular and tolerant rulers and allowed certain degree of 
freethinking, that was lost later through the rise of Islamism. This 
tolerance however should not be attributed to Islam because the 
Sharia does not allow any degree of tolerance. The regime of 
Taliban was the true embodiment of what Islam is about. Saudi 
Arabia and Islamic Republic of Iran are real Islamic courtiers. 


Imagine where we would be now if we had achieved what we 
achieved in the field of science after the Renascence 400 years 
earlier in Iran! We will never know the extent of the damage that 
Islam caused to the world of humanity. Just think of all the 


libraries and books that the Islamic forces burned. Who knows 
how much human knowledge was lost then. I had an Iranian 
friend who challenged me to show him one great Iranian poet 
prior to Islam. He claimed that before Islam there were no great 
minds in our country as if we have to thank Islam for great men 
of our land. What he wanted from me was to produce what his 
savage masters destroyed 1400 years ago. This brainwashed man 
does not ask himself how Iran became a world power if it did not 
have any great minds. How can I produce the evidence which 
Muslim invaders destroyed? 


Once upon a time Iran was one of the great powers of the 
world. Iranians were contributors to human civilization. My 
people wrote the first Charter of Human Rights. We banned 
slavery completely 2500 years ago. Women ruled our great land. 
All nations that were part of our vast empire were free to practice 
their religions. This is mentioned in the Bible too. We believed in 
the benevolent Ahura Mazda, the god of light and practiced good 
words, good deeds and good thoughts. 


Today we have forsaken our god of light and follow the 
sadistic deity of Muhammad who craves for blood and calls for 
the heads of those who do not want to submit to his despotic 
authority. Today we are a poor third world country sinking deeper 
and deeper day after day. Human rights are inexistent, women are 
second-class citizens, minorities are persecuted, poverty is 
rampant and we are known as a nation of terrorists. This is the 
gift of Islam to us. 


Look at our countries -- all Islamic counties; look at us! See 
how miserable, barbaric and pitiful our societies are. Show me 
one Islamic country that is not in war. If we are not fighting with 
others, we are fighting amongst each other. What do you expect 
from a people who are brought up to believe that “paradise is 
under the shade of the sword”? What do you expect of the 
ignorant people who eulogize martyrdom and celebrate death? 


What do you expect from the society whose spiritual leader 
(Khomeini) says: “Economy is for the donkey”? What do you 
expect from a society that dresses up a toddler as suicide bomber 
and takes pride in its own stupidity? What do you expect of a 
society that massacres 3 million of his own people (Pakstanis in 
Bangladesh) and whose spiritual leader issues the fatwa that 
raping the Bengali women is acceptable according to the Sharia 
and the Sunna of the Prophet because according to him 
Bangladeshis were not enough Muslim? Now please don’t say he 
was wrong, because he based his fatwa on this Quranic verse: 


4:24 Also (prohibited are) women already married, except 
those (captives) whom your right hands possess. 


Or see this story of Muhammad’s raid of Khaybar where he 
gives permission to his followers to enslave war captives and rape 
them. [Sahih Bukhari Volume 1, Book 8, Number 367 | 


Or this one: Sahih Bukhari Volume 7, Book 62, Number 137 


Narrated Abu Said Al-Khudri: We got female captives in the 
war booty and we used to do coitus interruptus with them. So we 
asked Allah's Apostle about it and he said, "Do you really do 
that?" repeating the question thrice, "There is no soul that is 
destined to exist but will come into existence, till the Day of 
Resurrection." 


Do you know what coitus interruptus is? The followers of the 
Holy Prophet used to rape the women they captured in their raids 
and withdrew before ejaculation. They reported that to the Holy 
Prophet (peace be upon his immaculate soul) and the only thing 
that occurred to that man was that even if they withdraw and spill 
their semen on the ground, if Allah wills the women will become 
pregnant. 


Forget about the stupidity of this statement; think about the 
inhumanity of this man. 


These are not stories narrated by Jews. These are stories 
counted by the followers of Muhammad, people who believed in 
him and loved him. Would anyone fabricate damaging stories 
such as these for the object of his adoration? These stories are 
true. The Ahadith are filled with tales of inhumanity and barbarity 
of Muhammad. Is this the man you call the prophet of God? Is 
this the person you follow? 


Considering what Quran teaches, it is clear that one cannot be 
a Muslim and humane at the same time. Time has come that we 
separate the good people from Muslims who truly follow 
Muhammad. Read the Quran this time with open mind. Don’t try 
desperately to look for good in it; rather look for the evil in it 
because if Quran contains a thousand good things and one bad 
thing it cannot be from God. But Quran contains a thousand bad 
things for one good thing. 


Don’t let the idea of monotheism fool you. That is another 
fallacy that we shall discuss in another occasion. 


Dear Mr. Nasr, you “beg, beg, beg” me to read the ‘Oxford 
History of Islam’ to see what your “foremost scholars” say 
about this religion. Please tell me why I should listen to your 
foremost scholars when I can read the Quran, the Hadith and 
the history of Islam on my own? Why should I rely on the 
sanitized version of your scholars when I can go to the source 
and see on my own what Muhammad said and what he did? 
This is the problem with the Muslim world, Sir. I read tons of 
these apologetic lies about Islam written by high-ranking 
"scholars" and Mullahs prior to reading the Quran. But only when 
I read the Quran I came to see the light and found out that all 
those books are propaganda not worth the paper they are written 
on. Read the Quran, Sir. If you want to understand Islam, please 
read the Quran and then read the Hadith. Do not let someone who 
has received millions of dollars from his Saudi or Iranian Masters 


fool you with his apologetic propagandistic lies. Read the Quran 
if you want to know the real Islam. 


From your “Oxford History of Islam” you quoted: "About 
Christians themselves, the Koran is quite charitable. Apart from 
accusations of heresy for their stand on the Trinity and some 
chiding for the conviction that theirs is the true religion, the 
Koran declares that Christians are people of compassion and 
mercy, that they will be able to enter paradise, and even that 
they are nearest in love to the Muslim believers. (page 307)" 


But does this book say that the above lovey-dovey approach 
towards the Christians is abrogated’? Does it say that later when 
Muhammad became powerful he “revealed” very harsh verses 
ordering Muslims not to befriend the Christians and the Jews 
and impose on them extortion tax? Does Mr. Esposito quote 
the following verses? 


3:85 "Whoso desires another religion than Islam, it shall not 
be accepted of him; in the next world he shall be among the 
losers." 


3:28 "Let not the believers take for friends or helpers 
unbelievers rather than believers: 


9:29 “Fight those who believe not in Allah, nor the Last Day, 
nor hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by Allah and 
His Messenger, nor acknowledge the religion of Truth, (even if 
they are) of the People of the Book, until they pay the Jizya with 
willing submission, and feel themselves subdued ”’. 


3:118 “O you who believe! Take not as (your) bitaanah 
(advisors, consultants, protectors, helpers, friends, etc.) those 
outside your religion (pagans, Jews, Christians, and hypocrites) 
since they will not fail to do their best to corrupt you. They desire 
to harm you severely. Hatred has already appeared from their 
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mouths, but what their breasts conceal is far worse ”’. 


And 5:51 “O you who believe! Take not the Jews and the 
Christians as awliya’ (friends, protectors, helpers, etc.), they are 
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but awliya’ to one another...’ 


Does Mr. Esposito mention the fact that Muhammad in his 
death bed ordered all the Jews and Christians to be expelled from 
Hijaz -- an order that Omar executed when he became the Caliph? 
I doubt if Mr. Esposito has mentioned anything about that. So 
why should anyone trust his biased book? Now who is telling 
"half truths"? John Esposito or I? 


From the page 309 of the same book you quoted: "For many 
Christians the arrival of Islam was actually seen as liberation 
from the tyranny of fellow Christians rather than as a menace of 
even a challenge to their own faith. Such acquiescence, of course, 
was encouraged by the fact that under Islam they were 
guaranteed the right to continue as independent communities. The 
Dhimmi (minority) status, despite the obligations and lower 
status attached to it, was for many people preferable option to 
Byzantine oppression...the arrival of the Muslims was welcomed 
by a significant portion of the population...significant numbers of 
the embers of these eastern communions eventually converted to 


J 


Islam.’ 


Then you asked me: “Where is your claim of religious 
intolerance here?” Dear Mr. Nasr, John Esposito is lying. He is 
reinventing the history. I don’t have to quote you the violent 
history of Islam. Any book of history will tell you that. How 
ridiculous is this claim that the Christians “welcomed” being 
conquered by a brutal force such as Muslims, being reduced to 
second class citizens, paying extortion tax, being called Najis 
(filthy, impure) feel subdued and humiliated [9:29] and still be 
grateful. This not only demonstrates Esposito’s total intellectual 
dishonesty but also his lack of judgment. Could anyone say a lie 
more conspicuous than this? Please read ‘The Status of Jews and 
Christians in Muslim Lands, 1772 CE’ to understand the abuse 


that these "people of the book" were subjected to in Islamic 
paradise. Just to whet your interest to read this documentary, I 
quote a few paragraphs from it: “Jews and Christians shall never 
begin a greeting; if you encounter one of them on the road, push 
him into the narrowest and tightest spot.' The absence of every 
mark of consideration toward them is obligatory for us; we ought 
never to give them the place of honor in an assembly when a 
Muslim is present. This is in order to humble them and to honor 
the true believers. 


“Entrance into Muslim territory by infidels of foreign lands 
under the pact guaranteeing protection to the tolerated peoples is 
permitted only for the time necessary to settle their business 
affairs. If they exceed this period, their safe-conduct having 
expired, they will be put to death or be subject to the payment of 
the head-tax, 


“Their men and women are ordered to wear garments 
different from those of the Muslims in order to be distinguished 
from them. They are forbidden to exhibit anything which might 
scandalize us, as, for instance, their fermented liquors, and if they 
do not conceal these from us, we are obliged to pour them into 
the street’’. | www.fordham.edu/halsall/jewish/1772 -jewsinislam.html | 


At the end of your letter, you urged me to make a distinction 
between Islam and the action of the “bad” Muslims. Obviously, 
despite your claim of having read my ENTIRE site, you haven’t 
read anything. If you had, you would have known why I blame 
Islam and not the Muslims. I regard the Muslims, with all their 
violence and acts of terrorism, victims of this barbaric cult of 
Islam. I have proven case after case that all the mischief of the 
Muslims is inspired by violent teachings of the Islam. I have 
shown that the more a person is “Islamist” and the more he lives 
by the Quran and the Sunnah, the more he is a potential terrorist. 
The enemy is the Islam, not the Muslims. Just as there was no 
need to exterminate the Germans but the nazism to achieve peace, 


we must uproot the ideology that breeds Islamic terrorists. 
Fighting Islamic terrorism without fighting Islam is removing the 
symptoms instead of the cause. 


You wrote: "J will give you so much accurate knowledge and 
reasoning that inshallah you will convert to Islam. If that sounds 
crazy, then look around you Ali; crazier things have happened." 


Yes, I agree; that would be crazy. Wouldn't it? But for that to 
happen, I have to be crazy, really crazy. Fortunately, I am still 
sane. And I hope humanity is heading towards sanity and not 
towards craziness. 


Ali Sina 
17 Jul 2002 


Ismahan Levi comments on the above Debate: 
Dear Dr Sina, 


I noted with much interest your recent debate with Wissam 
Nasr, Executive Director of Islamic Institute for Human Rights. 
Please accept my congratulations on effectively refuting his 
arguments. As you have made apparent, his arguments consist of 
half truths and the views of apologists. 


In addition to your refutations of his argument concerning the 
"peaceful expansion of Islam", may I suggest a reading of the 
book "Rewriting Indian History" by Francois Gautier? Details of 
this book may be viewed at www.indiastar.com/wallial0.htm 


Since Mr. Nasr likes to quote historians, I would like to point 
out the views of Will Durant on the Islamic invasion of India. 
Durant states, "...the Islamic conquest of India is probably the 
bloodiest story in history. It is a discouraging tale, for its evident 
moral is that civilization is a precious good, whose delicate 
complex order and freedom can at any moment be overthrown by 
barbarians invading from without and multiplying from within." 


At the risk of belaboring the point, Gautier adds, "Let it be 
said right away: the massacres perpetrated by Muslims in India 
are unparalleled in history, bigger than the holocaust of the Jews 
by the Nazis; or the massacre of the Armenians by the Turks; 
more extensive even than the slaughter of the South American 
native populations by the invading Spanish and Portuguese." 


Further, Alain Danielou in his "Histoire de la Inde" says, 
"From the time Muslims started arriving, around 632 AD, the 
history of India becomes a long, monotonous series of murders, 
massacres, spoliations, destructions. It is, as usual, in the name 
of ‘a holy war' of their faith, of their sole God, that the 
barbarians have destroyed civilizations, wiped out entire races." 


I trust this is of interest. Once again, my congratulations on 
presenting an excellent debate. 


Sincerely, 


Ismahan Levi 


This is Wissam Nasr's response to Ali Sina's letter 


Hi Ali, 

I read your reply and I found that it is filled mostly with 
insults and almost no facts. You have not cited any of your 
sources and you use a great deal of rhetoric in place of actual, 
verifiable facts. Also, as a former writing teacher, I can tell you 
that your word choice does not bother to conceal your seething 
hatred of Islam. Next time you write a response in our debate, I 
simply ask that you fill your letter less with insults and more with 
citations. Where are you getting these ideas? Show me your 
claims corroborated by any book and tell me which book. If you 
have an opinion, that's fine. But we want facts here, Ali. All I am 
asking is: Where did you get your facts? 


First of all, if you re-read your own email, you have falsely 
attributed what is written in some parts of the Oxford History of 
Islam to my own words. Please pay more attention to what I write 
(it helps you to formulate better arguments if you actually listen to 
the other side), and remember--I did not say these things. No less 
than 15 of the world’s most eminent scholars---many of which are 
not Muslim--wrote the Oxford History. But in your entire letter, 
you have not cited even one single idea that you put forth. That is in 
stark contrast to my letters. You are just spewing out anger--which 
is fine, if you CITE your anger. I suspect that is why your website is 
considered by many to be the equivalent of a cyberspace "freak 
show"--a place where people visit but no one really believes what is 
actually shown. As I said before, I wonder what an objective and 
informed scholar of Islam would say about your website and the 
claims related therein. Since I enjoy eradicating ignorance--as much 
as you enjoy attempting to eradicate Islam by spreading half-truths 
and outright lies--I will now answer several of your erroneous 
claims. 


You say: “Dear Mr. Nasr, You refute my claim that Islam is a 
religion based on blind faith and quote from The Oxford Dictionary 
of Islam written by John Esposito that says, “Faith is never blind in 
Islam”. Perhaps that definition satisfies you, but it does not satisfy 
me. I have stopped believing blindly in anyone. I look at the facts 
and make my own mind”. 


“The very fact that Islam means “submission” indicates that it 
is contrary to freethinking. This word does not drive from Salama 
which means health or Salam which is a wish for good health or 
peace. Islam drives from taslim which means surrender or 
submission. You cannot think independently and submit your 
intelligence and your will to someone else at the same time. A 
prerequisite of freethinking and rational thinking is doubt. Belief is 
the antithesis to doubt”. 


“Let me make this concept clear. Belief means accepting 
something without evidence. According to Oxford Dictionary, 


belief is: “The feeling that something is real and true”. Thus 
belief is based on feeling not facts. And feelings can be wrong”. 


Ali, I think you have completely misinterpreted the 
dictionary’s meaning. First of all, the definition of “belief” that 
you offer above, is obviously NOT THE ONLY definition of 
“belief” in the Oxford English Dictionary. That is just one of the 
many definitions of the word “belief,” so once again you are 
being misleading. The truth is that believing can obviously be 
based on facts. For example, if I see a car crashing into a street 
pole, I believe it happened. I just saw it happen in front of me, so 
I believe it. This can be seen from definition #2 in the list below, 
where it defines belief as the mental acceptance of and conviction 
in the ...actuality... of something. So as you can see, your 
definition that belief means accepting something without 
evidence is narrow and limited at best, and does not represent the 
FULL meaning or the VARIOUS meanings (both connotative and 
denotative) of the word “belief.” 


Belief (from Dictionary.com): 


The mental act, condition, or habit of placing trust or confidence 
in another; 


Mental acceptance of and conviction in the truth, actuality, or 
validity of something; 


Something believed or accepted as true, especially a particular 
tenet or a body of tenets accepted by a group of persons. 


You also say: “Please tell me how factual are the beliefs in 
Miraj, in Jinns, in splitting the moon or in the Quranic story of 
creation? All these beliefs are contrary to science and human logic. 
They are based on blind faith and sheer ignorance. Instead of 
listening to John Esposito or other apologists of Islam you better 
listen to what science and commonsense dictate. How any 
intelligent rational being can believe in Miraj, Jinns or other 
Islamic nonsense? Isn’t this blind faith?” 


My response is this: 


Jinn (better known as demons), for example, do exist and this 
is a scientific fact. The Jinn can be proved through exorcism, 
which is proven to exist. It is based on evidence from hospitals -- 
such as public records from Georgetown Hospital in Washington, 
DC. --which has hosted exorcisms in the past, and also the fact 
that several years ago, the New York State government paid for 
an exorcism in Creedmore Psychiatric Hospital in Queens, New 
York. When the doctors at Creedmore went to the State 
authorities and told them that an 8 year old boy was speaking 
ancient Babylonian and fought of 5 security guards, the doctors 
insisted that the boy was not insane as originally thought--he was 
possessed by a supernatural entity. So as you can see, Ali, even 
men of science like our medical doctors, and even disbelieving or 
skeptical individuals like our United States government 
authorities apparently acknowledge the supernatural, and more 
specifically, demonic possession, or else they would not have 
paid or participated in an exorcism. This is, of course, in addition 
to the dozens of exorcisms that both priests and impartial, 
independent, and corroborating witnesses have reported seeing. 
Therefore, it is not blind faith to believe in the Jinn. Jinn exist— 
just ask the New York State authorities that approved tax payer 
money to pay for their exorcisms, or you can ask the doctors that 
heard that boy speak ancient Babylonian. 


As for the Quranic story of creation, it is not incompatible 
with either science or religion. Although “evolution” 1s still a 
THEORY and not a LAW, Islam is STILL compatible with 
evolution, nonetheless. It is said that God created human 
beings—so it must follow that humanity must have started at 
some point in earth’s history. The Quran does not specify when 
Man was created—it could have been at anytime, but the point is 
that at some point some original man and woman must have 
existed. We are descended from an original pair of human beings 


that must have been the first of our species, and any anthropo- 
logist would tell you that. There had to be a first pair. As soon as 
man and woman showed up on the scene is where the Quran 
really picks up the story, and frankly, it is more concerned about 
teaching them spiritual development so they can facilitate their 
lives on earth than with the specifics of evolution (Islam also 
mentions that all life was created from water at some point, so 
there remains the possibility of evolution) Or, if that answer 
doesn’t satisfy you, you can choose to believe--as many 
religionists do—that God simply created the Earth and everything 
in it (fossils included) in one fell swoop. This is also possible in 
the Quranic “creation story.” 


As for the Miraj (the ascension of the Prophet Muhammad into 
the different worlds of God) it is a fact because it is based in an 
incredibly credible source—the Prophet Muhammad. His honesty 
and character seems to be a big part of your argument against 
Islam, so let me first bring in what you say about that (By the 
way, your letters are grammatically incorrect. I suggest you 
polish your writing skills, Ali): 


“What the belief in Muhammad as a messenger of God is 
based on? Who said Muhammad was truly a messenger of God 
and not an impostor? Can you present any solid evidence for that 
belief? Muslims believe Muhammad was whom he claimed to be 
because that is what is written in Quran. But the Quran came out 
of the mouth of Muhammad. If he was a liar the Quran is also a 
lie. Who said Quran is from God? Muhammad the liar? Isn’t this 
circular reasoning? Isn’t this blind faith? Can you prove that 
Quran is truly the world of God? This book is full of mistakes and 
sheer nonsense. How can one believe in Islam without blind 
faith?” 


This is an easy one to answer. If you read any credible history 
book (you can choose to read an Oxford University Press 
biography of Muhammad, since you respect them enough to use 


their English dictionary) you will find that the Prophet 
Muhammad was widely known for his veracity and good 
character. Simply put, no contemporary of Muhammad— 
including many of his own enemies—have accused him of being 
a dishonest man. If you think they did, show me where you got 
that information and I will counter it with information from more 
reliable and unbiased sources than the ones you quoted. You 
should read Karen Armstrong’s or Abdul Hameed Siddiqi’s 
biographies of the Prophet Muhammad, which should be 
“objective” enough for you, since many other scholars respect 
them. I suggest reading the about the situation of the first Muslim 
refugees that were sent to Abyssinia because of their persecution 
in Mecca by the Quraish tribe. Read about how the Emperor of 
Abyssinia (a Christian) was visited by the enemies of Muhammad 
(who wanted to take back the refugees) and his own enemies 
testified to Muhammad’s honesty and fair-dealing. Many people in 
Mecca (even some of his enemies!!) asked the Prophet Muhammad 
to hold their money for them, since they knew that Mohammed 
would never steal from them. In fact, he was well known 
throughout Mecca as THE most honest man in the city. As proof of 
this, he was often asked to settle disputes amongst the tribes and 
people of Arabia well before his prophet hood began, and he was 
also hired as a business representative of his future wife, simply 
based on his honest dealings. In addition to this evidence of his fair- 
mindedness and honesty, one should look at his disciples, which 
would include what scholars refer to as “The Rightly Guided or 
Righteous Caliphs” (the first four caliphs). All scholars agree that 
they were men of the utmost integrity. If that 1s indeed true—and I 
challenge you to find me a book that says that it isn’t true— 
wouldn’t it make sense to see that whom THEY respected was much 
better in character? (As the Four Caliphs unanimously agreed as 
well as all his followers’). 


The Prophet Muhammad is a Prophet—not only because the 
Quran says so—but also because this man had almost no 


knowledge of any monotheistic ideas, didn’t know how to read or 
write, and was a shepherd and businessman for the first 40 years 
of his life and still came down preaching about the original 
religion and monotheism of Abraham and told stories of earlier 
prophets which he could not have possibly known through his 
very limited contact with Christians and Jews. More importantly, 
he also revealed what is acknowledged to be the best written and 
most influential book in history, the Quran. Even if you do not 
like the Quran—and I have no idea why you wouldn’t since even 
Islam’s worst enemies agree that it is filled with wisdom—you 
are forced to agree that it was the most influential book in history, 
or at least one of the top three. Tell me then, Ali, is there another 
example of an illiterate person revealing such a profound and 
timeless book? Who? 


As far as the claim that the Quran is not the word of God, let 
us turn to the verse in the Quran that asks anyone (or ALL) of 
humanity to come up with a single chapter or Sura that can match 
it. Who has accomplished such a feat? You? Who? And if you 
THINK that you can find someone that can write a chapter as well- 
written and profound as any in the Quran, show me who will 
agree with your opinion that that particular piece of writing is 
better than any chapter or Sura of the Quran. Personally, I would 
love to see you (or any of your “staff’) try to come up with any 
piece of writing that is widely acknowledged to be better and 
more influential than the Quran. Since it is obvious that no one 
has accomplished such a feat, it is clear that no human being can 
match the depth of knowledge found in the Quran. To me —and 
1.3 Billion other rational people in this world—this is proof that 
the Quran is indeed God’s direct word, a book of guidance for 
humanity that affirms what the “Hebrew” prophets were telling us 
all along—to stop our evil ways and worship one True God 
(incidentally, that is what Zoroaster originally said, until his 
religion was corrupted by polytheistic priests (for more on that, 


read The History of Religion by Karen Farrington). Thus the 
Quran is an incredibly well written book of profound knowledge 
that is in the Abrahamic tradition---oh yes, and all revealed to us 
by an illiterate person who never attended a day of school in his 
life. Since this feat has not been recreated by anyone either before 
or after the Prophet Mohammed, it suffices for me at least, that 
this is indeed the word of God himself. If you do not believe that, 
no matter—tens of thousands of people convert to Islam every 
year in “advanced” societies like America and Europe. And many 
of them are found to be normal, rational, thinking people, even by 
your own skewed definitions. 


You say that the Quran is filled with mistakes and sheer 
nonsense, amongst your other insults, but you fail to point out 
these largely subjective claims. Show me the mistakes. I would 
love to know how you found mistakes in a book that is widely 
acknowledged to contain absolutely no mistakes or contra- 
dictions. If you think so, show me a single contradictory claim in 
the Quran, and I will be more than glad to reply to it and set you 
straight. In fact, as you will see in this letter, you have claimed 
that the Quran has mistakes in it, when in fact you LITERALLY 


PUBLISH ONLY HALF OF A VERSE. And then YOU OMIT THE 
MOST IMPORTANT PART, THE PART WHICH PROVES YOU WRONG. 
But more on your deception later. 


For now, let us examine your next claim: “Jn your second 
point you claim that Islam did not expand through violence. Sir, 
who do you want to fool? Are you going to deny all the books of 
history including your own? Islam is advanced through violence 
since the day one. What do you think Muhammad was doing in his 
Qazvahs (raids)? The reason the first time you send me this 
message I just published it without responding to it is because I 
have no time to waste with people who either have not read 
anything about Islam and defend it or just resort to deceit and 
lies”. 


“You claimed that after the invasion of Arabs the population 
of Iran and Egypt remained predominantly non-Muslim for 
centuries. That is true but you forget to mention that this 
resistance was a bloody resistance. Iranians fought a long time 
against Islam until they succumbed under the brutal forces of 
darkness”. 


You wrote: “With time, more conquered peoples embraced 
Islam....forced conversions were rare, but in some cases the 
imposition of higher taxes on non-Muslims may have created an 


J 


economic incentive for embracing Islam.’ 


“It amazes me that you cannot see the evil in this confession of 
yours and use it to present Islam as a non-violent religion. Here 
you admit that people were “conquered”. Tell me how this is 
possible without war and the use of violence? You say forced 
conversion were rare. They were not rare. But the fact that you 
admit that people were forced to convert demonstrates that Islam 
is not that religion of peace that you want to present it. You talk 
of imposition of taxes on non-Muslims as an incentive for people 
to embrace Islam. So by your own admission people did not 
convert to Islam because they found it a true religion but because 
they were under duress. If you know this much of Islam aren’t you 
ashamed to belong to this oppressive and violent cult? What do 
you think if the West starts levying especial taxes on Muslims? 
Would that be fair? How many Muslims will remain faithful when 
they have to give 50% of their income as penalty for being 
Muslims? (50% is what Muhammad charged the Jews after 
raiding their town in Keibar) Is this a humane law?” 


“You say Islam did not spread through violence. Then how do 
you suppose it spread? Through dialogue and open discus sion? 
Would you publish this letter of mine in your site (just as I 
publish yours in mine) to prove that you mean what you say and 
you are not afraid of open discussions? My friend, which Islamic 
country allows open discussion about Islam? Which Islamic site 


allows it? In which one of Islamic countries you can decide to 
leave Islam and live to tell about it? Do you know what is the 
punishment of the apostates in Islam? Read this if you want to 
refresh your memory “ http://main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/quran_teaches.htm 


Ali, once again you are twisting the truth. You are so good at 
this that I almost admire your talents. You should work as a Press 
Officer for any government in the world. Your claim that [slam 
advanced through “violence” is wrong. First of all, regarding the 
Prophet Muhammad’s “raids”, these were actually done during a 
time of war that was declared—not by the Prophet Muhammad— 
but by the Quraish Tribe that wanted the destruction of the 
Muslim community. His raids were nothing more than attempts to 
disrupt their economic trade, which was their “life-blood”’, if you 
will. They were not massacres, as you are trying so hard to have 
us believe. If they were massacres—or if the Prophet committed 
any massacres at all—show me where you got your information. 
CITE IT and I’Il be happy to listen to you. Don’t just give me what 
you think. Give me what you think if it is based on FACT, and 
show me where you got your FACTS. This is not an unreasonable 
demand. I am willing to listen to your claims as long as you 
support them with facts. In that sense, I am much like the rest of 
humanity. 


You also say that since there was incentive to convert, that that 
is a tacit acknowledgment that Islam is not the “True” message. 
Well, Ali, what about the Mongols who conquered much of the 
Muslim empire and then converted to Islam? They did not need to 
convert to Islam for any incentive--they simply saw it as the 
Truth after they were already in power. If you think that is an 
exception, then what about the Turks, who conquered even more 
of the Muslim Empire? They also converted to Islam after their 
military successes and after they were in power. So as you can 
see, Ali, it does not matter whom you are, where you are, or when 
you lived—Islam is the truth and you are invited to see it. You do 


not need incentives to learn about Islam, as the Turks and 
Mongols found out. Thus, your argument is defeated. 


As for the rest of your paragraphs, you keep using the phrase 
“You claim...” to describe what I wrote in my previous email 
regarding the spread of Islam. Ali, I do not claim anything—this 
is what I have read in the Oxford History of Islam, a book that is 
respected by all people, scholars and laymen alike, for providing 
accurate and scholarly information about Islam. I didn’t claim 
that forced conversion was rare—the scholars in the Oxford 
History of Islam did. Contrary to what you think, John Esposito 
did not write it. There were 15 of Islam’s foremost scholars— 
many of them NOT Muslim--that wrote each of its 15 chapters, 
and John Esposito, a renowned Islamic scholar edited it under the 
peer review process of Oxford University Press. This means that 
every other scholar involved had to approve each chapter, 
effectively meaning that 15 scholars reviewed each chapter for its 
accuracy. Therefore, if you have any problem with what is said, 
either take it up with Oxford, or dare to cite a more authoritive 
and accepted source than the Oxford History. I don’t think you 
can find one, and I constantly cite the Oxford History because if I 
don’t, then you will find some pretext to attack my sources. So to 
pre-empt your attacks on my sources, I simply resort to quoting 
the most widely accepted source I could find. 


Part 2 
(This part has not been contested yet) 


And just to clear things up, the protection tax that the Islamic 
Empire charged non-believing communities was not 50%. If 
Mohammed charged that to anyone, show me where you read 
that—once again, CITE YOUR SOURCES. It helps your credibility, Ali. 
And even if we assume that he did charge 50% tax, that was not the 
tax charged to other communities anywhere else, which also leads 
to me believe that you are taking things out of context (the Quran 


makes no mention of a specific percentage for the protection tax, 
although many Islamic scholars determined that it should be one 
Arabic dinar per year [ “The Meaning of the Holy Quran,” Abdullah 
Yusuf Ali]). In fact most people were fine with paying a protection 
tax, since this was the norm under empires before the ay Century 
AD. In addition, whoever paid the tax did not have to fight for the 
Muslim armies, which was greatly appreciated by its non-Muslim 
citizens, many of which did not want to be forced to fight in other 
people’s wars. Compare that to previous empires which forced all 
men, regardless of origin, to fight their wars. Islam was a blessing 
to its citizens, as the Oxford History makes clear. 


Nevertheless, in regards to the situation with the Jewish tribes of 
Arabia, remember that the Jewish tribes broke their treaties with the 
Muslims and waged a merciless war on the Prophet Muhammad 
first. They even tried to assassinate him. When he finally subdued 
them, instead of bringing them for trial under his own courts, he 
allowed them to be tried in their Jewish courts. Even their own 
Jewish judges convicted them of breaking the agreements he had 
signed with them, and their own Jewish judges doled out their 
Mosaic punishments for treason, etc. which by the way, are much 
more harsh than any Islamic punishments, and you are invited to 
find that out. The Prophet Muhammad taught those Jewish tribes 
who conspired with the Quraish Tribe a lesson, but like the Quarish, 
he forgave them for their breaking their word (For example, the 
Prophet Muhammad forgave the Quraish after their failed defense 
of Mecca, forgave them for their own failed assassination attempt, 
didn’t kill anyone except for the most hardened criminals, and even 
appointed the Quraish leaders to be in charge of Mecca! He also 
forgave the Jewish woman who tried to poison his food while on 
diplomatic trip to the Jewish Tribes!! What leader in history has 
immediately forgiven the person who tried to assassinate him and 
let the would-be assassin live without punishment? This is a perfect 
example of the Prophet Muhammad’s widely acknowledged 
strength of character and forgiveness) 


As for these questions: 


“You say Islam did not spread through violence. Then how do 
you suppose it spread? Through dialogue and open discussion? 
Would you publish this letter of mine in your site (just as I 
publish yours in mine) to prove that you mean what you say and 
you are not afraid of open discussions? My friend, which Islamic 
country allows open discussion about Islam? Which Islamic site 
allows it? In which one of Islamic countries you can decide to 
leave Islam and live to tell about it? Do you know what the 
punishment of the apostates in Islam is? Read this if you want to 
refresh your memory ve http://main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/quran_teaches.htm 


I have answered some of these ridiculous claims in my last 
letter. If you read the Oxford History, our most eminent scholars 
say that Jslam as a religion spread through merchants, traders, 
preachers, and scholars. The Islamic Empire as a political entity 
spread through conquest—but conquest is not necessarily 
violence. There were many cities and regions that chose instead 
to sign peace treaties with the Muslims instead of mobilizing to 
fight wars against them. This was an attractive option, since as I 
mentioned before, the Muslim army would offer to protect the 
city and its inhabitants from such brutal armies and brutal rule as 
the Roman Empire and the Persian Empire, but would live APART 
yet CLOSE to the town, thereby letting the inhabitants of the 
“conquered city” live as they did without interference. These 
“garrison towns” eventually became enormous cities and centers 
of trade in their own right. So as you can see, Ali, many cases of 
“conquest” were not through violence, but by literally starting 
Muslim cities nearby in order to provide protection and 
administrative support to the land under Muslim control. 


As for your claim that Islamic sites won’t publish your papers, 
I cannot speak for them, but as for my own site, ufhr.com, we 
would not publish your papers because they are not based on fact 
and many parts have no citations. We only publish scholarship, 


and unfortunately, your writings do not qualify as such, since they 
have so many skewed facts without any cited sources. Frankly, if 
you work on your writing skills, Ali, then we’ll talk. I am more than 
happy to publish any criticism of Islam as long as it is based on 
facts. That is my duty to bring people a balanced message, and you 
have my word on it. 


Another of your claims is as follows: 


“As a matter of fact the good news is that most of the Muslims 
are not living by what Islam requires from them. We even have 
nations such as Bangladesh and sometimes Pakistan that elect 
women as their rulers. This is completely against what Muhammad 
said about the women. He said "Never will succeed such a nation 
as makes a woman their ruler." So fortunately Muslims are not 
aware of the inhumane teachings of Islam and the majority of them 
still are under the delusion that Islam means peace. Nevertheless 
Muhammad was clear about it. He not only said that Paradise is 
under the shade of the sword but also made his Allah reveal: 


“2:216: Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it is 
possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for you” 


“Now can you please tell us how fighting can be good for us? 
Please don’t tell me that the meaning of that verse is “self- 
defense”’. There is no need for God telling people to fight, kill and 
maim their enemies in self-defense. Self-defense is natural in all 
living organisms including bacteria and viruses. It is just ridiculous 
to claim that all these violent verses are for self-defense. Does this 
verse sound to you a teaching for self-defense?” 


“9:5, But when the forbidden months are past, then fight and 
slay the Pagans wherever ye find them, and seize them, beleaguer 
them, and lie in wait for them in every stratagem”. 


In response to the first paragraph, Ali, you cannot say who is 
living by Islam and who isn’t. This is for two reasons. First you 
have a limited knowledge of Islam (don’t worry, we all do—no one 
can know EVERYTHING THAT WAS EVER WRITTEN about Islam, 


and even if we did, there is no guarantee that our interpretations 
would be free from all bias and previous experience in order to be 
truly “objective.”’) Second, there is no one country that represents 
Islam to the fullest. It is true that some people call themselves 
Muslim and do not act like it. But no country claims to be perfect 
Muslims, so when you bring up places like Pakistan, Saudi 
Arabia, or Afghanistan, remember that they do not, as a body of 
people, represent ALL Muslims any more than the Muslims in 
America or Brazil or Bosnia do. Islam is a personal decision— 
some choose to heed the call, some do not, but the perfect ideals 
are there for us to try and reach, permanently enshrined in the 
Quran. So if you must, then try to judge individual persons 
instead of entire societies, because my dearest Ali, that would be 
STEREOTYPING. And even judging individual persons would be 
wrong for the same reason that it would be wrong for you to 
judge Islam—you have a limited knowledge, and therefore you 
would not make a perfect judge. 


As for the verses you bring up, let us see Abdullah Yusef Ali’s 
widely respected and acknowledged commentary on these verses, 
from his authorities “The Meaning of the Holy Quran” (The verse 
you quote, incidentally, is included in one part of the Quranic 
discourse on charity.) For purposes of this debate, you can accept 
his commentary as representing the beliefs of all Muslims. 


2:216: Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it 
is possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for you 


Before I go on, it is interesting to note that you have 
(maliciously?) not included the entire verse. Therefore allow me 
to complete the entire verse in ITALICS AND UNDERLINE. Since 
this is a recurring phenomenon on your website and in your 
writings, you will see me doing this often. Ali, you and I know 
perfectly well that is UNETHICAL IN THE EXTREME to post only 
part of the verse. Yet you know this, and do it anyway. 


2:216: Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it 
is possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for you, and that 
you love a thing which is bad for you, But God knoweth, and ye 
know not. 


Abdullah Yusuf Ali’s commentary: “To fight in the cause of 
Truth is one of the highest forms of charity. What can you offer 
that is more precious than your own life? But here again the 
limitations come in. If you are a brawler, or a selfish aggressive 
person, or a vainglorious bully, you deserve the highest censure. 
If you offer, however, your life to the righteous Imam who is only 
guided by God you are an unselfish hero. God knows the value of 
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things better than you do”. 


Now, Ali, let us look at the verses before and after the verse 
you tried to quote, in order to get THE FULL PICTURE, which is 
something that, if revealed, will prove your claims wrong. 


Sura 9 (entitled: Repentance or Immunity) 


1. A (declaration) of immunity from Allah and His Messenger, 
to those of the Pagans with whom ye have contracted mutual 
alliances: - 


2. Go ye, then, for four months, backwards and forwards, (as 
ye will), throughout the land, but know ye that ye cannot frustrate 
Allah (by your falsehood) but that Allah will cover with shame 
those who reject Him. 


3. And an announcement from Allah and His Messenger, to the 
people (assembled) on the day of the Great Pilgrimage, - that 
Allah and His Messenger dissolve (treaty) obligations with the 
Pagans. If then, ye repent, it were best for you; but if ye turn 
away, know ye that ye cannot frustrate Allah. And proclaim a 
grievous penalty to those who reject Faith. 


4. (But the treaties are) not dissolved with those Pagans with 
whom ye have entered into alliance and who have not 
subsequently failed you in aught, nor aided any one against you. 


So fulfil your engagements with them to the end of their term: for 
Allah loveth the righteous. 


5. But when the forbidden months are past, then fight and slay 
the Pagans wherever ye find them, an seize them, beleaguer them, 
and lie in wait for them in every stratagem (of war); but if they 
repent, and establish regular prayers and practise regular 
charity, then open the way for them: for Allah is Oft-forgiving, 
Most Merciful. 


6. If one amongst the Pagans ask thee for asylum, grant it to 
him, so that he may hear the word of Allah. and then escort him 
to where he can be secure. That is because they are men without 
knowledge. 


7. How can there be a league, before Allah and His 
Messenger, with the Pagans, except those with whom ye made a 
treaty near the sacred Mosque? As long as these stand true to 
you, stand ye true to them: for Allah doth love the righteous. 


As you can see, Ali, you have taken only ONE sentence from 
ONE paragraph (paragraph or “aya” #5) in the Quran to say that 
Islam is a violent religion. You did not even include the entire 
paragraph. This on top of the fact that you did not include the 
verses before and after the SINGLE SENTENCE you quoted, in 
order that you attempt to paint a FAIR picture of the verse and 
more broadly, the religion of Islam. The verses above can be 
summed as follows: 


If any pagans make a treaty with you, honor it. If they break it, 
then allow them 4 months of back and forth diplomacy and fact- 
finding in order to try to restore the treaty. If the pagans insist on 
going back on their word, then war (and remember that Islam has 
VERY strict guidelines on war, such as no killing of women, 
children, the elderly, or plants and farm fields, and that war can 
only be declared by a legitimate and established nation) should be 
pushed with vigor. But, if the pagans do not want to go to war, 


and instead repent for breaking their treaty, and follow a path of 
repentance and charity, then all conflict must cease. Furthermore, 
as you can see from verse 6, we must allow the pagans to secure 
asylum with us if asked, or otherwise ensure their safety and 
security. So as you can see, Ali, the Quran asks that war be a last 
resort when all other measures fail, and that forgiveness and 
peace be the highest priority, which is quite a different picture 
than what you paint by taking one sentence completely out of 
context and then saying that this sentence sanctions unwarranted 
violence in Islam. But you are adept at taking things out of 
context and painting them in the worst possible light, as you 
website can attest to. 


Your next claim is as follows: 


“Was Muhammad struggling against his self when he raided the 
Jewish quarters of Medina massacred all their men and enslaved 
their women and children? Do you really believe that by waging 
war against innocent people killing them and raping their wives 
Muhammad was just struggling against his ego? 


“Volume 4, Book 53, Number 392: Narrated Abu Huraira: 
While we were in the Mosque, the Prophet came out and said, "Let 
us go to the Jews" We went out till we reached Bait-ul-Midras. He 
said to them, "If you embrace Islam, you will be safe. You should 
know that the earth belongs to Allah and His Apostle, and I want to 
expel you from this land. So, if anyone amongst you owns some 
property, he is permitted to sell it, otherwise you should know that 
the Earth belongs to Allah and His Apostle." 


“Perhaps you have forgotten the famous saying of your 
messenger of peace who said: 


"I have been ordered by God to fight with people till they bear 
testimony to the fact that there is no God but Allah and that 
Mohammed is his messenger, and that they establish prayer and 
pay Zakat (money). If they do it, their blood and their property are 
safe from me" (see Bukhari Vol. I, p. 13).” 


Ali, if you claim that Mohammed massacred the Jews 
mercilessly, show me where you got this information. Just cite it. 
Then I will show you the verse in the Quran that talks about Jihad 
as specifically prohibiting slaughter of innocents, including 
women, children, and the elderly. Since Mohammed was 
considered by all of his followers to be an embodiment of 
Quranic principles it is impossible that Mohammed would 
disobey the Quran and slaughter the Jews of Arabia in the manner 
you described. If you still insist that he did, show me your 
sources and let us see if they are biased or objective. 


As for the above two hadiths about the Jews, all scholars agree 
that the Jews of Arabia were engaged in treason against 
Mohammed. They violated each one of the peace treaties he held 
with them. This is agreed upon by all scholars, PERIOD. 
Therefore, if he wished to expel some of the Jews from Arabia, it 
was only the Jews who refused to live in peace with the Moslems. 
You are trying to say that our Prophet Mohammed had something 
against the Jews based on their religion. This is false, since the 
Quran teaches us to respect Jews and Christians. In fact, if you 
will pick up a high-school history textbook (which apparently you 
have not done), you will see that Jews attained their “Golden 
Age” under Muslim rule, especially in places like Spain. Like the 
pagans and all other people, Mohammed simply asked them to 
respect the treaties that they signed. If they chose to violate those 
treaties to gain some benefit for themselves, then they are subject 
to the consequences. Any and every country and empire in history 
follows this same rule, but often with much more brutal results 
than Mohammed decided upon. 


Your next claim, related to the above hadiths is: 
“Tf you disagree with the meaning of this hadith, please try to 
convince your own coreligionists first. For example try Dr. 


Muhammad Sa’id Ramadan al-Buti, the Azhar scholar, who in his 
book, "Jurisprudence in Islam" says: 


"The Holy War, as it is known in Islamic Jurisprudence, is 
basically an offensive war. This is the duty of Muslims in every 
age when the needed military power becomes available to them. 
This is the phase in which the meaning of Holy War has taken its 
final form. Thus the apostle of God said: ‘I was commanded to 
fight the people until they believe in God and his message ..."’ : 
(page 134, 7th edition)” 


My response to this is: That is that particular scholar’s 
opinion. I can guarantee you that there are other scholars, of equal 
standing, that disagree with his exact words—which by the way 
are translated from Arabic to English and thus suffer the loss of 
meaning and intent as in all translations. Ali, this scholar, Dr. 
Muhammad Sa’id Ramadan al-Buti, is not our Pope. He is 
allowed to express his opinion and it is not binding on anyone at 
all. He will tell you the same thing I have just said—that his 
Opinion is not binding on any Muslim and only represents his 
thoughts. 


Your next paragraph is filled with nothing but rhetoric: 


“Notwithstanding the errors in your letter, you said something 
that I agree completely and that is the “normal, average Muslim 
loves peace’”’. This is absolutely true. But the “normal, average” 
Muslim knows nothing about Islam. He reads the Quran but does 
not understand it. Muslims are unaware of the violence that exists 
in that book. They are oblivious of who was Muhammad and how 
ruthless, pervert, crazy and violent was that man. And that is why 
our site, the faithfreedom.org and its dedicated writers try to 
remedy. We are mostly ex-Muslims who started to read the Quran 
and after the initial shock and denial came to see the real face of 
Islam. Now we are determined to unveil the real Islam to the 
world and especially to our Muslim brothers and sisters. By 
extremists we do not mean all the Muslims, we mean the REAL 
Muslims who understand the Quran and practice it”. 


By you saying that “the “normal, average” Muslim knows 
nothing about Islam,” you are stereotyping (sigh, yet again). How 
do you know that they know nothing about Islam? Have you met 
all--of even half—or even a quarter—or even 1/1000" of all 
Muslims? You claim they know NOTHING about Islam? That is a 
pretty strong statement. I would have to respectfully disagree 
with this rather absurd claim. I think that your “average, normal 
Muslim” is quite knowledgeable about his religion and his own 
beliefs. Not withstanding that, you do not support your statement 
with any facts, citations, or research studies that prove that the 
“average, normal Muslim” knows nothing about his religion. You 
are just using your own, obvious hatred towards Muslims to try to 
support this claim. That is why you are not--and will never be--a 
serious scholar, Ali. Opinions are fine—but they must be based 
on FACTS. Bring your facts to me, Ali. I am patiently waiting. 


Your next claim is: 


“Furthermore you denied the fact that Quran says Earth is flat 
and Sun rotates around it. I am not going to discuss that here 
because I have discussed it elsewhere and if you care you can 
read it in this link: 


http://main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/sina/genesis.htm 


See also this article: 
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http://main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/avijitroy/flatearth.htm ’ 


Ali, I have read those articles and they are utter distortions of 
the Quran and Sunna. In fact, the claims set forth are so utterly 
preposterous that I invite you to bring in any scholar on Islam— 
either Muslim or not—to read your articles and tell me that your 
interpretations are valid. The simple fact is—as I mentioned 
before—that if we were taught to believe that the earth is flat and 
the sun rotates around it, Muslims could not have been able to 
make such incredible advances in astronomy. Period. 


‘The Oxford History of Islam’ tells us about one astronomer’s 
work, Al Farghani: “Al Farghani gave revised values for the 
obliquity of the ecliptic, the precessional movement of the 
apogees of the sun and the moon, and the circumference of the 
earth.”’ (164, Esposito) 


Tell me Ali, how can Al Farghani tell us the circumference of 
the earth, if Muslims believe it to be flat? On top of that, if the 
Quran tells us that the earth is flat and that sun rotates around it, 
wouldn’t he be executed for heresy? Ali, dearest friend, you need 
to read more books! 


While we are at it, let us see what the ‘Oxford History of 
Islam’ has to say about Islam and science: 


“Science was an extensive cultural undertaking that occupied 
the minds and energies of many of the leading intellectuals in 
medieval Muslim societies. Indeed, science was practiced on a 
scale unprecedented in earlier or contemporary human history. In 
urban centers from the Atlantic to the borders of China, 
thousands of scientists pursued careers in diverse scientific 
disciplines. Countless artifacts, ranging from architectural 
monuments to intricate automata and instruments provide a vivid 
testimony to the scientific and technological achievements of these 
scientists. Their written contributions are equally compelling: 
thousands of scientific manuscripts, from various regions of the 
medieval Islamic world, are scattered in modern libraries all over 
the globe. Considerable resources were also devoted for the 
support of scientific activity in Muslim societies. Until the rise of 
modern science, no other civilization engaged as many scientists, 
produced as many scientific books, or provided as varied and 
sustained support for scientific activity.” (155, Esposito) 


Ali, as you can see, scholars agree that Islam is compatible 
with science. That is why Muslims were able to pursue scientific 
studies so well, and in fact, as is clearly stated above, better than 
anyone had done up until that point. If I make a humble 


suggestion to you Ali, please remove those silly articles about 
Muslims believing the Earth is flat. They really ruin your 
credibility in the face of what modern scholarship tells us. 


Furthermore, your rather preposterous articles on Islam and 
science are based on the English translations of the Prophet 
Mohammed’s words, and as we all know, no translation can be 
perfect and elucidate the exact meaning of the original. But most 
of articles’ arguments center on nit-picking the words of the 
Quran and the Prophet—which is fine, if you nit-pick on the 
original Arabic words. Your articles thus fail on many different 
levels of scholastic thought. 


Your next claim is: 


“But I totally disagree with you for crediting Islam for the 
intellectual prowess and scientific achievements of the great 
minds born as Muslims. This is utterly dishonest ”’. 


“What the talents and achievements of Rumy, Ibn Arabi, Ibn 
Sina and other luminaries born as Muslims have to do with 
Islam? Does Quran teach Algebra, Chemistry, Biology or 
Astronomy? Muhammad made a _ mistake in parting the 
inheritance. This guy could not add simple fractions. Why you 
want to credit Islam for the achievements of these great minds? 
Our people had a culture and a civilization that predated Islam 
by thousands of years. It is amazing that we call our own 
architecture, art, science and literature “Islamic”. What is 
Islamic about them? We even call Arabic names Islamic. What do 
you think Arabs used to call themselves before Islam? I noticed 
that Pakistanis and Bengalis have Persian names and they call 
these purely Iranian names like Parviz, Afrasiab, Sardar, 
Kamran, etc. “Islamic”. This is amazing. Please, give credit 
where credit is due. What our people created with their own 
genius is not Islamic. It is ours. The accomplishments of our 
luminaries are no more Islamic than the theories of Einstein are 


Jewish and those of Hawking are Christian. Yet no Christian of 
Jew would credit his religion for the greatness of their scientists 
and philosophers. Only Muslims who do not mind to live a faith 
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full of deceit make such claims.’ 


Ali, you made a mistake--I am not crediting anyone with 
anything in this matter. The scientists themselves were Muslims 
and credited God with giving them the knowledge and resources 
to pursue their scientific studies. If they were indeed Muslims, 
then they know that all knowledge is with God. Those scientists 
simple credited God with revealing knowledge to them—that is 
something that all Muslims do: They praise God for everything 
given to them, including knowledge. To a Muslim—scientist or 
not—they thank God for everything, including all architecture, 
art, science, or literature produced by their own hands. In short, 
none of them would take credit for their advancements, without 
crediting God first and foremost. So it is not that we necessarily 
credit our religion, per se, for our advancements—it is that we 
credit God and the religion he has brought to us, which has set the 
stage for our advancements. Without Islam, who knows when or 
where these same scientific achievements would be discovered? 
As for artistic achievements, Islam IS directly responsible for 
them, because without Islam the arts of these people would never 
be created in the same manner and style. 


As for your claims that the Prophet Mohammed could not do 
his math in regards to inheritance, I suggest you read more about 
this topic from Muslim scholars and theologians for more insight 
into how inheritance is drawn. All I want to say is that you are 
incorrect, and although I would love to correct you, I do not wish 
to type pages of notes for you to read. So, that said, I would 
rather direct you to Abdullah Yusef Ali’s : “The Meaning of The 
Holy Quran,” to further educate you about your erroneous claims. 
I will let the experts do the talking on this matter. I hope you take 
my advice and read the commentary, since it instantly disproves 


your ridiculous claims. At any rate, whatever unlikely inheritance 
situations you bring up on your website, sincerity and equity is 
what matters in all situations. The Quran merely lays our broad 
outlines for inheritance so we can have guidelines for fair 
dealings, and sincerity and fair dealing are the two of the highest 
ideals possible to all Muslims. 


Your next, rather ridiculous claim is: 


“What Islam did for art? What it did for music? What the 
prophet say about the poets? What were his views on Economy? 
Or Astrology? How much he knew about Agriculture? He once 
said it is useless to pollinate the female date trees with male 
flowers of the male trees. Then when the trees did not produce 
dates he said I am just a man and I make mistakes. This man was 
an absolute ignorant. That is why those who believe in him have 
sunk into fanaticism and have not advanced. ” 


First of all, Islam—as ANy history book will tell you—advanced 
art, economics, law, and science as well as many other subjects. 
The point illustrated, Ali, about the trees that produce dates 
(although as usual, you have not cited it) would be that the Prophet 
Mohammed is a man and nothing more. He is not a God, or a “God 
on Earth” as some people suppose the Prophet Jesus to be. He 
always claimed to be a man, and if this hadith is in fact true (since 
you did not cite it, I cannot verify it, and as we will see below, you 
conveniently omit parts of the hadiths to twist their meanings) then 
I would personally explain it as a simple mistake he made about a 
matter of agriculture—and all men make such small mistakes. As 
for the claim that those who believed in him are fanatics and have 
not advanced, this is hateful rhetoric, and nothing more. At any 
rate, I have not verified the hadith, so I will not comment on it 
further, until I can investigate it for myself. It is very difficult to 
believe that the Prophet Muhammad could make such a mistake, 
but I will keep my mind open to such an idea as long as you direct 
me to your sources and we examine them fully and without bias. 


You continue with: 


“What happened to Ibn Sina and Ar Razi? They were called 
apostates and their philosophical books were banned. Ar Razy 
wrote a tome on rationalism and rejected the mumbo jumbo of 
religion. He called prophet "Billy goats" and "charlatans" His 
book was destroyed. All is left are fragments of his sayings in a 
book of refutation to him. In Islam the  freethinking is 
discouraged. If it weren’t for Islam most likely we would have the 
enlightenment happen in Iran 400 years before it took place in 
Europe. Imagine where would we be now if we had achieved what 
we achieved 400 years ago. We shall never know the extent of the 
damage that Islam caused to the world of humanity. Just think all 
the libraries and books that the Islamic forces burned. Who 
knows how much human knowledge was lost then. I had an 
Iranian who challenged me to show him one great Iranian poet 
prior to Islam. He claimed that prior to Islam there were no great 
minds in our country as if we have to thank Islam for great men of 
our land who only were born after Islam. What he wanted from 
me was to produce what his savage masters destroyed 1400 years 
ago. Now This brainwashed man does not ask himself how Iran 
became a world power if it did not have any great minds. How 
can I produce the evidence when Muslim invaders destroyed all 
the evidence?” 


“Once upon a time Iran was one of the great powers of the 
world. We were one of the contributors to human civilization. My 
people wrote the first charter of human rights. We banned slavery 
completely 2500 years ago. Women ruled our great land. All 
nations that were part of our vast empire were free to practice 
their religion. This is mentioned in the Bible too. We believed in 
the benevolent Ahura Mazda, the god of light and practiced good 
words, good deeds and good thoughts ”. 


“But today we have forsaken our god of light and follow the 
sadistic deity of Muhammad who craves for blood and calls for 


the heads of those who do not want to submit to his despotic 
authority. Today we are a poor thirds world country sinking 
deeper and deeper day after day. Human rights are inexistent, 
women are second-class citizens, minorities are persecuted, 
poverty is rampant and we are known as a nation of terrorists. 
This is what Islam has given us”. 


My response is as follows: 


Show me your evidence that the Muslim empire engaged in 
burning libraries. This is expressly forbidden in our religion. 
Please cite your sources that Muslims engaged in this type of 
activity systematically or even at all. It is well known that we try 
to cultivate knowledge and seek it, just as much from Islamic 
sources as from all other sources. Knowledge is knowledge, and a 
famous ideal that we have is to “Seek knowledge as far away as 
China.” Islamic scholars translated the works of such famous 
philosophers as Plato and Aristotle, so believe me, Ali, we are not 
afraid of “un-Islamic” ideas and books—we just do not approve 
of books and writings that insult our beliefs and resort to curses 
and hatred. No Muslim would EVER burn a library! Period. Show 
me your evidence that this practice occurred; that this practice (if 
it happened) was condoned by Muslims; and that this practice 
lives up to Islamic ideals. 


As for your claim that Iran would have had their “enlightenment” 
400 years before it happened, this is speculation based on 
nothing. How do you know that there wouldn’t be wars, famine, 
or other catastrophes that would have interfered with your 
scenario? 400 years is a long time to cover, and your claim has no 
factual basis to support it whatsoever. 


As for your claim that Islam has contributed to Iran’s third- 
world status and “this is what Islam has given us,” well, I don’t 
think that Islam has intended that Iran become a third-world 
country. I think that is largely due to the corruption of its 


government, and corruption is something that Islam strives to 
destroy. Islam is not to blame for Iran’s present situation—many 
other societal, economic, cultural, and political factors must be 
taken into account. But you are blaming Islam for everything, 
which no sane person would ever do—and if you still stand by 
your claim, then show me one person, scholar, diplomat, 
whatever—that agrees that Islam is entirely to blame for Iran’s 
present situation. Which is not to say that it so bad—Iran is— 
based on college enrollment statistics—THE most highly educated 
country on earth (based on an article I read in the New York 
Times. Feel free to visit their website and run a search on the 
article.) 


But also, and very importantly, I see that you have written 
above that you worship Ahura Mazda, which could only mean 
that you are a Zoroastrian. If indeed you are a Zoroastrian, then 
you are lying on your website when you say you are an ex- 
Muslim. I have met people like you, Ali, people that are atheists 
or pagans that spew out hate against Islam under the guise of “ex- 
Muslims” to help gain credibility for their words. It is apparent 
that you are angry about the expansion of Islam into Iran and the 
subsequent displacement of some Zoroastrians to India. I see now 
why you think that Islam is only bent on violence—it is because 
you harbor a personal hatred for Islam in regards to its effect on 
Persian/Iranian culture and the migration of Zoroastrians into 
India and the diminished status of that Pagan, fire-adoring, cult. I 
am not well aware of the facts of the migration of the 
Zoroastrians and if its cause was indeed by Muslims or a 
combination of other factors (Doesn’t matter though, since I 
know you will blame EVERYTHING on Muslims). I would be glad 
to accept suggestions on books that would help me to learn about 
this stage of Islamic expansion. At any rate, however, your true 
colors are shown. Your words in your last email reveal you to be 
a Zoroastrian and not an ex-Muslim after all. Tsk, Tsk, Ali—I 


have caught you in yet another lie that you have posted on your 
website. I am waiting for your denials. 


Your next claim is as follows: 


“Look at our countries; all Islamic counties; look at us! See 
how miserable, barbaric and pitiful are our societies. Show me 
one Islamic country that is not in war. If we are not fighting with 
others, we are fighting amongst each other. What do you expect 
from a people who are brought up to believe that “paradise is 
under the shade of the sword”? What do you expect of the 
ignorant people that eulogize martyrdom and celebrate death? 
What do you expect from the society that its spiritual leader 
(Khomeini) says: “Economy is for the donkey”? What do you 
expect from a society that dresses up a toddler as suicide bomber 
and take pride in their own stupidity? What do you expect of a 
society that massacres 3 million of his own people (Pakstanis in 
Bangladesh) and their spiritual leader issues the fatwa that 
rapping the Bengali women is acceptable according the Sharia 
and the Sunna of the Prophet. Now please don’t say he was 
wrong because he based his fatwa on this Quranic verse: 


4:24 Also (prohibited are) women already married, except 
those (captives) whom your right hands possess. 


“Or see this story of Muhammad’s raid of Kheybar where he 
gives permission to his followers to enslave war captives and 
rape them [Sahih Bukhari 1.367] 


Or this one: 
Volume 7, Book 62, Number 137: 


Narrated Abu Said Al-Khudri:We got female captives in the 
war booty and we used to do coitus interruptus with them. So we 
asked Allah's Apostle about it and he said, "Do you really do 
that?" repeating the question thrice, "There is no soul that is 
destined to exist but will come into existence, till the Day of 
Resurrection." 


“Do you know what is coitus interruptus? The followers of the 
Holy Prophet used to rape the women they captured in their raids 
and withdraw before ejaculation. They report that to the Holy 
Prophet (peace be upon his immaculate soul) and the only thing 
that occurred to this man is that even if they withdraw and spill 
their semen on the ground if Allah wills the women will become 
pregnant. 


“Forget about the stupidity of his statement; think about the 
inhumanity of this man. 


“These are not stories narrated by Jews. These are stories 
counted by the followers of Muhammad, people who believed in him 
and loved him. Would anyone fabricate damaging stories such as 
these for the object of his adoration? These stories are true. The 
Ahadith are filled with tales of inhumanity and barbarity of 
Muhammad. Is this the man you call the prophet of God? Is this the 
person you follow?” 


Oh Ali, Ali. Your unethical brand of scholarship is once again 
revealed, and now I have hard evidence that you are a liar. In the 
hadith that you quote above, you have taken out the most 
important part: That the Prophet Muhammad did not approve of 
the practice of Coitus Interruptus. Ali, you are officially a liar 
now, as the following hadith will illustrate: 


Volume 3, Book 34, Number 432: 


Narrated Abu Said Al-Khudri: while he was sitting with Allah's 
Apostle he said, "O Allah's Apostle! We get female captives as our 
share of booty, and we are interested in their prices, what is your 
opinion about coitus interrupt us?" The Prophet said, "Do you really 
do that? It is better for you not to do it. No soul that which Allah 
has destined to exist, but will surely come into existence. 


Volume 3, Book 46, Number 718: 


Narrated Ibn Muhairiz: I saw Abu Said and asked him about 
coitus interruptus. Abu Said said, "We went with Allah's Apostle, 


in the Ghazwa of Barli Al-Mustaliq and we captured some of the 
Arabs as captives, and the long separation from our wives was 
pressing us hard and we wanted to practice coitus interruptus. We 
asked Allah's Apostle (whether it was permissible). He said, "It is 
better for you not to do so. No soul, (that which Allah has) 
destined to exist, up to the Day of Resurrection, but will 
definitely come, into existence." 


Volume 5, Book 59, Number 459: 


Narrated Ibn Muhairiz: I entered the Mosque and saw Abu 
Said Al-Khudri and sat beside him and asked him about Al-Azl 
(i.e. coitus interruptus). Abu Said said, "We went out with Allah's 
Apostle for the Ghazwa of Banu Al-Mustaliq and we received 
captives from among the Arab captives and we desired women 
and celibacy became hard on us and we loved to do coitus 
interruptus. So when we intended to do coitus interrupt us, we 
said, 'How can we do coitus interruptus before asking Allah's 
Apostle who is present among us?" We asked (him) about it and 
he said, 'It is better for you not to do so, for if any soul (till the 
Day of Resurrection) is predestined to exist, it will exist." 


Volume 9, Book 93, Number 506: 


Narrated Abu Said Al-Khudri: That during the battle with Bani 
Al-Mustalig they (Muslims) captured some females and intended 
to have sexual relation with them without impregnating them. So 
they asked the Prophet about coitus interrupt us. The Prophet 
said, "It is better that you should not do it, for Allah has written 
whom He is going to create till the Day of Resurrection." Qaza'a 
said, "I heard Abu Sa'id saying that the Prophet said, 'No soul is 
ordained to be created but Allah will create it." 


The above hadiths—shown in their entirety, without the 
omissions that you deleted in order to paint us as rapists—clearly 
show that the Prophet did not approve of this practice. But the 
most important point that I am making here, Ali, is that you have 


omitted the most important part of the hadith, the part that shows 
the Prophet’s disapproval of Coitus Interruptus, so your credi- 
bility is officially destroyed. Shame on you, Ali for intentionally 
omitting this critical fact. Shame! How can I debate you if you 
choose to omit such important information, especially in order to 
twist the meaning of the Prophet’s words towards a violent, 
sexually perverted stance? Because of this instance of deception, 
you can consider this debate over. Your unethical behavior has 
disqualified you. Simply said, I cannot trust a word you say 
anymore, Ali, so I will not bother to engage you in an “open and 
honest” discussion, if you cannot be honest. 


As for the fatwa that you claim supports rape as legal in Islam, 
I simply ask that you show it to me. Since we have illustrated that 
you are a liar, I am confident that it does not exist or you are 
lying about parts of it. And even if there is such an insane fatwa, 
you are forgetting that a fatwa is simply a legal OPINION and NOT 
BINDING on anyone in Islam. It is just an opinion, not some holy 
decree from the Pope. 


As for your question: What Muslim nation is not at war, that is 
easy—there are many, such as Egypt, Senegal, Qatar, and Iran. 
And even if there is war in some Muslim countries, almost none 
of these wars are “holy wars.” They are political disputes, or land 
disputes, or liberation movements. If the name of Islam is 
invoked in such conflicts, it is because some people resent the 
injustice occurring in their ongoing armed conflicts and wish to 
say that Islam would oppose such injustice. The point is that we 
must be careful of who says what in a war, because many people 
falsely try to use religion as a rallying point for their sometimes 
very non-Islamic causes. 


As for your quote from Khomeini, all I can say is that the 
Ayatollah Khomeini was a power-hungry murderer and does not 
represent Islam. Also, he is the “spiritual leader” of the Shi’ite 
sect of Islam which compromises only 10% of all Muslims, so I 


know that Sunni Muslims (the majority at 85%) would not allow 
him to speak on their behalf. Besides, that quote is simply 
Khoment’s opinion and not backed up in the Quran or elsewhere. 


As for the Palestinians dressing up their baby’s as suicide 
bombers, once again, that is not approved of by Islam. You keep 
saying “What kind of society....?” Ali, there is no single society 
that can speak for Islam, and I have never heard the Palestinians 
or Iranians or anyone else for that matter say that they speak for 
all Muslims. So their societies and their cultures are separated to 
a certain degree from Islam, which are their religious beliefs. 
Also, keep in mind that there have been cases of Christian 
Palestinians acting as suicide bombers (since all Palestinians 
suffer, both Muslim and Christian, under Israeli occupation), and 
that is a perversion of Christianity just as much as suicide 
bombings are a perversion of Islam. 


Your next claim is as follows: 


“Dear Mr. Nasr, you “beg, beg, beg” me to read the Oxford 
History of Islam to see what your “foremost scholars” say about 
this religion. Please tell me why should I listen to your foremost 
scholars when I can read the Quran, the Hadith and the history of 
Islam on my own? Why should I rely on the regurgitated sanitized 
version of your scholars when I can go to the source and see what 
Muhammad said and what he did? This is the problem with 
Muslim world Sir. I read tons of these apologetic lies about Islam 
written by high-ranking scholars and Mullahs prior to reading 
Quran. But only when I read the Quran I came to see the light 
and found out all those books are propagandas not worth the 
paper they are written on. Read the Quran Sir. If you want to 
understand Islam please read the Quran and then read the 
Hadith. Do not let someone who has received millions of dollars 
from his Saudi or Iranian Masters fool you with his apologetic 
propagandistic lies. Read the Quran if you want to know the real 
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Islam. 


You want to know why you should listen to our foremost 
scholars and not to you own skewed interpretations? Because 
many of them have been studying this subject for 20+ years each. 
Let me quote what it says on the USC hadith database (where, 
incidentally you have some of your hadith links set to, although 
you deleted some of the words of the hadiths out of your obvious 
hatred for Islam) since it sums up my argument: 


“The collections of ahadeeth have for the most part stabilized, 
and with the advent of the printing press, the collections are 
easily mass-produced. There is a blessing in all this of course, but 
there is a real danger that Muslims [or non-believers] will fall 
under the impression that owning a book or having a database is 
equivalent to being a scholar of ahadeeth. This is a great fallacy. 
Therefore, we would like to warn you that this database is merely 
a tool, and not a substitute for learning, much less scholarship in 
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Tslam”’. 


Ali, you cannot properly interpret the hadith because you do 
not know enough about the hadith to interpret them. It is clear 
that you cannot read Arabic from the way you have misinter- 
preted the Quran and the Sunna and the way you dwell on and 
twist their English translations. It is also clear from the above 
examples that you have included some parts of a hadith and have 
excluded the most critical parts, in order that you paint us as 
barbarians, murderers, etc...That is why you need to read what 
people more learned than you write in their books. Because as we 
have seen, you are not knowledgeable—or ethical—enough to 
interpret them accurately. 


Furthermore, there are 15 authors of the Oxford History of 
Islam—many of them non-Muslim--and I do not think that any of 
them engage in propaganda. If you believe they do, then show me 
your evidence. I will patiently wait for you to produce support for 
your claims. 


Your next claim is: 


“From your “Oxford History of Islam” you quoted: "About 
Christians themselves, the Koran is quite charitable. Apart from 
accusations of heresy for their stand on the Trinity and some 
chiding for the conviction that theirs is the true religion, the 
Koran declares that Christians are people of compassion and 
mercy, that they will be able to enter paradise, and even that they 
are nearest in love to the Muslim believers. (page 307)" 


“But does this book say that the above mandate is 
“abrogated”? Does it say that later when Muhammad became 
powerful he “revealed” very harsh verses ordering Muslims not 
to befriend the Christians and Jews and impose on them extortion 
tax? Does Mr. Esposito quote the following verses? 


3:85 "Whoso desires another religion than Islam, it shall not 
be accepted of him; in the next world he shall be among the 
losers." 


3:28 "Let not the believers take for friends or helpers 
unbelievers rather than believers: 


9:29, Fight those who believe not in Allah nor the Last Day, 
nor hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by Allah and 
His Messenger, nor acknowledge the religion of Truth, (even if 
they are) of the People of the Book, until they pay the Jizya with 
willing submission, and feel themselves subdued. 


Q.3:118 O you who believe! Take not as (your) bitaanah 
(advisors, consultants, protectors, helpers, friends, etc.) those 
outside your religion (pagans, Jews, Christians, and hypocrites) 
since they will not fail to do their best to corrupt you. They desire 
to harm you severely. Hatred has already appeared from their 
mouths, but what their breasts conceal is far worse. 


And 


Q.5:51 O you who believe! Take not the Jews and the 
Christians as awliya’ (friends, protectors, helpers, etc.), they are 
but awliya’ to one another... 


I doubt if Mr. Esposito has mentioned anything about these 
verses. So why should anyone trust such biased book?” 


Ali, my response to this must be in many parts, since I will 
explain each one of the above verses to you. Before I get started, 
keep in mind that I have proven you a liar already, a liar being 
defined as one who conceals facts. Nevertheless, let us get 
started: 


First of all, how are the above claims of religious tolerance 
abrogated? Are you forgetting that often times Muslims allowed 
Christians to keep their houses of worship for their masses on 
Sunday, as long as the Muslims could use the same space for their 
Masses (Jumma) on Fridays? Are you forgetting the Golden 
Period of Medieval Europe was in Spain, where Christians, Jews 
and Muslims, came together for intellectual dialogue? Was it us 
who started the Crusades? It is agreed upon that the Crusades had 
many causes, the main one of which was religious intolerance. If 
there exists any religious intolerance by Muslims against 
ANYONE--including Christians--it is AGAINST the teachings of 
the Quran, as ANY Muslim will tell you. One of the most famous 
verses of the Quran is one that says (paraphrased) to let people 
believe in what they believe, and for you to believe in what you 
believe. This is supported by other verses in the Quran, such as: 


18:29 Say, “The Truth is from your Lord”: Let him who will, 
Believe, and let him who will, reject it.....” 


60:8 Allah forbids you not, with regard to those who fight you 
not for you Faith Nor drive you out of your homes, From dealing 
kindly and justly with them: For Allah loveth those who are just. 


There are many other verses that promote religious tolerance 
in the Quran, despite whatever snips and cuts you may take out of 
context from the Holy Quran. 


Let us now examine each verse you have quoted above: 


3:85 "Whoso desires another religion than Islam, it shall not be 
accepted of him; in the next world he shall be among the losers." 


The above verses simply remind Muslims that that we do not 
claim to have a religion peculiar to ourselves. We believe all 
religion—i.e.—God’s message to mankind—is one. It is the same 
message that has been taught by every Prophet before 
Muhammad—that we should stop our wrongdoing and submit our 
wills to Allah’s directives as outlined in his scriptures and his 
messenger’s words, all of which have been revealed throughout 
time and to different peoples. Basically, we believe that God 
implanted the instinct of submission in all of our souls, and if you 
deliberately reject that idea, then you are being false to your own 
nature. Islam in the above verse means “submission.” So, in short, 
if you do not submit to God, then your way of life will not be 
accepted by Him. 


At any rate, the above verse also implies that other human 
beings are not fit to make the final determination of anyone’s 
personal beliefs nor dole out any punishments—that is for God to 
do on the final day of judgment, so that means that Muslims are 
not allowed to be intolerant of other beliefs, since only God is the 
best judge to decide whether you believed in him or not, and all 
punishment is with him, not with any Muslim. A famous saying 
of the Prophet Muhammad is “A Muslim is someone from whom 
their hands and tongues you are safe.” 


3:28 "Let not the believers take for friends or helpers 
unbelievers rather than believers: 


Again, Ali, you did not even quote the entire verse. At any 
rate, let us turn to Abdullah Yusef Al’s Commentary on this 
verse, since he is widely believed to be scholarly enough to 
explain this verse. Keep in mind that there is no bias here in 
choosing Yusef Ali’s commentary—for purposes of this debate 
you can take his words as the official Muslim position. 


“Tf faith is a fundamental matter in our lives, our associations 
and friendships will naturally be with those who share our faith. 
“Evil communications corrupt good manners” and evil company 
may corrupt faith. In out ordinary everyday affairs of business, we 
are asked to seek the help of Believers rather than Unbelievers. 
Only in this way can our community be strong in organization and 
unity. But where there is no question of preference, or where in 
self-defense we have to take the assistance of those not belonging to 
our faith, that is permissible. In any case we must not weaken our 
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brotherhood: we must to make it stronger if possible ”. 


So you see, Ali, once again you are taking things out of 
context—It is not that we must persecute or be prejudiced against 
Unbelievers, it is just that we should simply prefer Muslims for our 
everyday friendships. You will find that every major religion has 
the same philosophy—to prefer friendships with people from the 
same faith to friendships with others that do not share the same 
faith. In this sense, we are no different from Christians or Jews. 


9:29, Fight those who believe not in Allah nor the Last Day, nor 
hold that forbidden which hath been forbidden by Allah and His 
Messenger, nor acknowledge the religion of Truth, (even if they 
are) of the People of the Book, until they pay the Jizya (1281) with 
willing submission (1282), and feel themselves subdued. 


Yusef Ali’s Commentary: 


1281: Jizyah: the root meaning is compensation. The derived 
meaning, which became the technical meaning, was a poll tax 
levied from those who did not accept Islam, but were willing to live 
under the protection of Islam, and were thus tacitly willing to 
submit to its ideals being enforced in the Muslim State. There was 
no amount permanently fixed for it, and in any case it was merely 
symbolical—an acknowledgement that those whose religion was 
tolerated would in their turn not interfere with the preaching and 
progress of Islam. Imam Shafi’I suggests one dinar per year, which 
would be the Arabian gold dinar of the Muslim States, equivalent in 


value to about a half a sovereign, or about 7 or 7 rupees. The tax 
varied in amount, and there were exemptions for the poor, for 
females and children, for slaves, and for monks and hermits. Being 
a tax on able-bodied males of military age, it was in a sense a 
commutation for military service. 


1282: ‘An Yadin (literally, from the hand) has been variously 
interpreted. The hand being the symbol of power and authority, I 
accept the interpretation “in token of willing submission.” The 
Jizyah was thus party symbolic and party a commutation of military 
service, but as the amount was insignificant and the exemptions 
numerous, its symbolic character predominated. 


So you see, Ali, the Jizyah tax was not the “extortion” you claim 
it to be, nor was it some sick tool of humiliation.” It was simply a 
nominal amount of money paid by those who accepted the (physical 
and religious) protection of the Muslim State and thus did not need 
to engage in any military service on its behalf. The phrase “and feel 
themselves subdued” thus means that they acknowledge—in a 
largely symbolic sense—that they are living in a Muslim State and 
should respect its ability to propagate its religion peacefully and 
without interference. 


Q.3:118 O you who believe! Take not as (your) bitaanah 
(advisors, consultants, protectors, helpers, friends, etc.) those 
outside your religion (pagans, Jews, Christians, and hypocrites) 
since they will not fail to do their best to corrupt you. They desire 
to harm you severely. Hatred has already appeared from their 
mouths, but what their breasts conceal is far worse. Indeed, We 
have made plain to you the Ayat (proofs, evidences, verses) if 
you understand. 


Once again, Ali, you choose to publish some parts and not 
others. The Italics above show the sentence you left out of the last 
verse (Tsk, Tsk, that is unethical!) Allow me to write the next 
verses as well, since it clears up some of the hatred you attribute 
to us: 


3:119 Lo! You are the ones who love them but they love you not, 
and you believe in all the Scriptures [i.e you believe in the Torah 
and Gospel, while they disbelieve in your Book, the Quran] And 
when they meet you, they say, “We believe,” But when they are 
alone, they bite the tips of their fingers at you in rage. Say: “perish 
in your rage. Certainly, Allah knows what is in the breasts (all the 
secrets). 


3:120 If a good befalls you, it grieves them, but if some evil 
overtakes you, they rejoice at it. But if you remain patients and 
become Al-Muttagun [the pious]. Not the least harm will their 
cunning do to you. Surely, Allah surrounds all that they do. 


Before I go on to explain these verses, let me include the other 
one you brought up, since we can try to lump them together in a 
sense: 


Q.5:51 O you who believe! Take not the Jews and the 
Christians as awliya’ (friends, protectors, helpers, etc.), they are 
but awliya’ to one another. And if any amongst you takes them (as 
awliya) then surely he is one of them. Verily, Allah guides not those 
people who are the Zalimun (polytheists and wrong-doers and 
unjust). 


Ali, as you know, Muhammad met a great deal of resistance to 
his message from some Christians and especially Arabian Jews and 
Pagans. They simply desired that Mohammed, his message, and his 
followers cease to exist or be persecuted and killed themselves. As 
it says in the verses above, those outside our religion usually desire 
the end of our community. Your website is testament to that. But as 
for other organized religions, such as Christianity and Judaism, they 
believe that they are holders of the Truth, and therefore reject all 
other religions. All Christians seek to convert All Muslims. Some 
other—more insidious—“Christians”’, “Jews” and Pagans (Let us 
just say a small minority), actively seek to subvert Islam in through 
various methods. That is why the Quran tells us not to take those 
outside of our religion as intimates, since their beliefs might 


contribute to an agenda that is against Islam. It does not say, “Don’t 
The Quran simply says 
be careful of those who do not share your faith, since if they get 
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ever speak to anyone outside your religion 


close to you, they might influence you in a way not conducive to 
the proper observance of Islam. Furthermore, while the Quran 
states, “You are the ones who love them,” it also mentions that they 
do not believe in your revelation and therefore might mean you ill 
will in some way, shape or form. 


Yusef Ali’s Commentary on the above verses further expands on 
these ideas: “That is, look not to them for help and comfort. They 
are more likely to combine against you than to help you. And this 
happened more than once in the lifetime of the Prophet, and in 
after-ages again and again. He who associates with them and 
shares their counsels must be counted as of them. The trimmer loses 
whichever way the wheel of fortune turns.” 


Your final comments are: 


“Then you asked me: “where is your claim of religious 
intolerance here?” Dear Mr. Nasr, John Esposito is lying. He is 
reinventing the history. I don’t have to quote you the violent history 
of Islam. Any book of history will tell you that. How ridiculous is 
this claim that the Christians “welcomed” being conquered by a 
brutal force such as Muslims, be reduced to second class citizens, 
pay extortion tax, be called Najis (filty, impure) and feel grateful. 
This not only demonstrates Esposito’s total intellectual dishonesty 
but also his lack of judgment. Could anyone say a lie more 
conspicuous than this? 


“At the end of your letter you urged me to make a distinction 
between Islam and the action of the “bad” Muslims. Obviously, 
despite your claim of having read my ENTIRE site, you haven’t 
read anything. If you had you would have known why I blame it all 
on Islam and not Muslims. I regard Muslims, with all their violence 
and acts of terrorism, victims of this barbaric cult of Islam. I have 
proven case after case that all the mischief of the Muslims is 


inspired by violent teachings of Islam. I have shown that the more 
a person is “Islamist” and the more he lives by the Quran and the 
Sunnah, the more he is a potential terrorist”. 


Ali, here is the impasse that we will have in our future 
debates—the credibility of sources. Ali, prove to me that John 
Esposito is a liar. Show me anyone, anywhere that accuses him of 
being one. You will not find anything but words of respect for 
him. This is in addition to the fact that John Esposito did not even 
write the words that you are quoting, but it is from Jane I. Smith, 
a professor of Islamic Studies at the Hartford Seminary and the 
co-director of the Macdonald Center for the Study of Islam and 
Christian-Muslim Relations. Also for your information, John 
Esposito is professor of religion and international affairs and 
founding director of the Center for Muslim-Christian 
Understanding at the Edmund Walsh School of Foreign Service at 
Georgetown University. He is also the Editor in Chief of the 
Oxford Encyclopedia of the Modern Islamic World, and the 
author of at least 8 more books about Islam. So you see, my dear 
friend Ali, he is highly respected and probably not a liar. You, 
however, as we have proven in the case of the “coitus interruptus” 
hadith, are a liar. You also can’t go around calling everyone who 
does not think Islam is evil, an “apologist.” That word is a largely 
subjective characterization. A more accurate way of determining 
whether someone is an apologist is to stipulate the criteria for 
being called an apologist and try to apply it to each author we 
quote. You won’t see me calling your sources racist, so don’t call 
mine apologist—especially if the authors of the Oxford History 
would not be considered such. I suggest we stick to widely 
acknowledged sources as a compromise. 


At any rate, Ali, this debate is over by disqualification. Since I 
have proved you to be a concealer of facts, it follows that no one 
can trust your words. In fact, this is what every Muslim who 
visits your website tries to tell you—that you are hiding some 


important facts from the visitors to your site in order to paint 
Islam in the worst light possible. This is in addition to the fact 
that I have refuted every single one of your hateful arguments, 
and that it is clear that you are biased against Islam to the point of 
making things up out of thin air, such as telling the world that we 
believe the Earth is flat. Ali, a debate is meant to be an exchange 
of ideas and formal arguments, and it is assumed that both sides 
will be as honest as possible. You have breached your side of the 
agreement. Therefore, you have lost. I expect you to take down 
your site immediately, as per your “challenge.” If you do not— 
and frankly I don’t expect you to actually admit defeat even when 
it is handed to you on a silver platter—it is of no consequence, 
since everyone who reads our “debate” will find out that you are a 
liar and stop visiting a site that spreads lies and biased 
information. So either way, Ali, you have lost. I hope the rest of 
your hate groupies find out the Truth---not about Islam, since that 
is impossible for such narrow-minded people--but about you and 
your deceptive ways. If I have proven nothing else in our 
dialogue, I have proven that you are a liar, and this is indeed a 
victory for all people interested in the sincere truth. Anyway, since 
I am the Executive Director of a legitimate and well-respected 
organization, I have better things to do than argue with liars. This is 
not to say that I am withdrawing from any “debates,”—I am just not 
interested in debating with you anymore, in light of your unethical 
behavior, deceptive methods of argumentation, and malicious fact- 
twisting. Goodbye Ali. I hope that before you attempt to “eradicate” 
Islam, you eradicate the hate that exists within your heart. You 
might get an ulcer one day because of it. 


Respectfully, 
Wissam Nasr 
Executive Director, 


The Islamic Institute for Human Rights 


Ali Sina's 2nd response to Wissam Nasr 


(This is in response to Wissam Nasr's 2nd letter) 


07/25/02 
Dear Mr. Nasr, 


You started your letter by accusing me of filling my message 
with “mostly insults”. However, as everyone can see, I have not 
insulted you. But if you think the facts that I give about Islam are 
insults, then you better check those facts. Nevertheless you are 
the one who filled your letter with insults and ad hominem. But I 
do not mind that. Bragging and insults are the weapon of the 
weak. Obviously you feel the heat and you have to vent yourself 
by insulting me. Please feel free to do so if it helps you feel 
better. 


You wrote: “Where are you getting these ideas? Show me your 
claims corroborated by any book and tell me which book. If you 
have an opinion, that's fine. But we want facts here”. 


Obviously you did not pay attention to anything I wrote. I 
backed everything I said with Haidth, Quran and then gave source 
of the quotations. On the other hand, your only source was ‘The 
Oxford History of Islam’, a book written by a bunch of Islamic 
apologists who are biased and you take that book as authoritative. 
Do you really expect the apologists of any faith give you an 
impartial account of that faith? 


You wrote: “Jn your entire letter, you have not cited even one 
single idea that you put forth. That is in stark contrast to my 
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letters.’ 


In my letter I quoted the Quran and the Hadith. I also quoted 
the Azhar scholar Dr. Muhammad Sa’id Ramadan al-Buti, who 
wrote, “The Holy War, as it is known in Islamic Jurisprudence, is 
basically an offensive war. This is the duty of Muslims in every 
age when the needed military power becomes available to 


them....”” But you dismissed it, claiming this 1s al-Buti’s personal 
view. I also wrote about the Pakistani Mullah who gave the fatwa 
that Bangali women can be raped and I showed you the verse of 
the Quran where this despicable act is sanctioned. You denied 
this story but added that even if this is true it does not represent 
the true Islam. So there is no use quoting others because you will 
brush them off as not-Islamic. That is why I prefer to quote 
mostly from the Quran and Hadith. As a matter of fact, many 
Muslims even go as far as to discard the Hadith claiming them to 
be fairytales and forgeries. They even ignore some of the verses 
of the Quran, asserting that those were for another time and the 
moral standards of today should not be applied to the 7" century 
Muhammad. However, my friend: where do you get your facts? 
The only source you quoted so far is your favorite ‘Oxford 
History of Islam’. Where did the authors of this book get their 
facts from? 


The only sources available are the Quran, the Hadith and the 
Sirat Rasul. As far as I know, all the books written on Islam are 
based on these original sources. Is this “Oxford History of Islam’ 
based on these reliable sources or not? You did not convince me 
why I should leave aside the original sources and content myself 
with the regurgitation and interpretation of Islamic apologists. 
Isn’t it logical to assume that the apologists of any religion will 
not tell you the whole truth but they will tell you only what 
corroborates their biased views 


You claim, “Believing can obviously be based on facts. For 
example, if I see a car crashing into a street pole, I believe it 
happened. I just saw it happen in front of me, so I believe it.” 


Mr. Nasr, if you see a car crashing in front of you, you don’t 
“believe” that it crashed—you “know” it did. 


There is a difference between ‘knowing’ and ‘believing’. 
Beliefs are based on suppositions, guess works and conjectures, 


while knowledge is based on facts. If I ask you what is the time, 
you'll look at your watch and say 3 pm. But if you don’t have a 
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watch, you may say, “I believe it is 3 pm”. If you have a watch 


and you know it is working properly, you don’t say, “J believe...” 
because there is no need to believe when you know something is 
true. In the second case, you say you believe and that is because 


you are not sure. 


Let us make another example. Some people “believe” that the 
Bigfoot exists. But no one says, “I believe gorillas exist”. 
Everyone knows that gorillas exist! We have seen them. But as 
for Bigfoot, some “believe” that they exist and others don't. By 
the same token, some people “believe’ in aliens invading the 
Earth, some believe in ghosts, some believe in Jinn and some 
believe in Allah. All these are beliefs because they are not based 
on facts. I am not saying all beliefs are necessarily false. All I am 
saying is that beliefs are not based of facts. Belief 1s acceptance 
of something without evidence. And faith is absolute belief in 
something for which there is absolutely no evidence. In another 
example, when Darwin presented his theory of evolution, some 
people believed in that because it made sense. But today we no 
more believe in evolution because after 150 years we have 
enough evidence to KNOW that evolution is a fact. 


Now this is the definition of belief and faith as much as it 
concerns our debate. There are other meanings to these words that 
are beyond our discussion, like believing in one’s own (or someone 
else’s) capability, like trusting someone. But that is another subject. 


Absurdities of the Quran 


I asked you to explain whether the beliefs in Miraj, in Jinns, in 
splitting the Moon or in the Quranic story of creation are factual. 
You tried to explain in the best of your ability the myth of Mi’raj, 
Jinns and the naif story of creation as mentioned in the Quran. But 
you bypassed the Islamic claim of splitting the moon. 


Splitting the Moon: 


Volume 4, Book 56, Number 830-Narrated Abdullah bin 
Masud: During the lifetime of the Prophet the moon was split into 
two parts and on that the Prophet said, "Bear witness (to thus)." 

See also: Sahih Bukhari: 004.056.830, 004.056.832 005.058.208, 
005.058.209, 005.058.210, 005.058.211, 006.060.387; Sahih Muslim: 
039.6724, 039.6725, 039.6726, 039.6729, 039.6730 

Obviously this is a tough one and even you know that it would 
make you look ridiculous if you tried to explain it. The best you 
can do is to evade or to deny it as most Muslims are starting to 
deny the Hadithes. You were wise enough to evade the question 
altogether. However, I insist to know whether there is any 
scientific explanation for this claim? 


Now let us see how much sense the Jinn, the Mi’raj and the 
Creation make. 


You wrote: “Jinn (better known as demons), for example, do 
exist and this is a scientific fact The Jinn can be proved through 
exorcism, which is proven to exist. It is based on evidence from 
hospitals--such as public records from Georgetown Hospital in 
Washington, DC. --which has hosted exorcisms in the past....” 


Do you understand the meaning of “scientific fact’? These 
stories of exorcism that you count are pure nonsense. Show me 
one reputable scientific review that gives any credence to 
exorcism. Of course, I am not a denier of the spiritual world. I do 
believe that there is a spiritual reality overlapping the material 
world. I believe that humans have souls that “mount” (I could not 
find a more appropriate word) our bodies. The relation of soul 
with body is comparable to the relation of the software to the 
hardware. It is what makes the body work. These appear as auras 
that envelop all living beings. This is a phenomenon of which we 
know little and it needs to be studied further. However, to claim 
that this has anything to do with the childish tales of Jinns is 


absurd. Let us see what are Jinns according to Muhammad’s 
understanding and then you'll see why they have nothing to do 
with the spiritual world nor anything to do with your fiction tales 
of exorcism. 


Sahih Bukhari Volume 5, Book 58, Number 200 


“Narrated Abu Huraira that once he was in the company of 
the Prophet carrying a water-pot for his ablution and for 
cleaning his private parts. While he was following him carrying 
it (i.e. the pot), the Prophet said, "Who is this?" He said, "I am 
Abu Huraira." The Prophet said, "Bring me stones in order to 
clean my private parts, and do not bring any bones or animal 
dung." Abu Huraira went on narrating: So I brought some 
stones, carrying them in the corner of my robe till I put them by 
his side and went away. When he finished, I walked with him 
and asked, "What about the bone and the animal dung?" He 
said, ''They are of the food of Jinns. The delegate of Jinns of 
(the city of) Nasibin came to me--and how nice those Jinns 
were--and asked me for the remains of the human food. I 
invoked Allah for them that they would never pass by a bone 
or animal dung but find food on them” 


This story is certainly a joke. It amazes me that any intelligent 
person can believe in such ridiculous things. But of course 
intelligent Muslims do not know about these asinine stories and 
those who know and do not mind are not intelligent people. 


Muhammad even mentioned that he visited the Jinns and 
expended a night in their town and they converted to Islam. 


72:1-15: Say: It has been revealed to me that a company of 
Jinns listened (to the Qur'an). They said, 'We have really heard a 
wonderful Recital! 


2) Tt gives guidance to the Right, and we have believed 
therein: we shall not join (in worship) any (gods) with our Lord’. 


No wonder, creatures who eat dung also find Quran to be a 
"wonderful recital". (Read about the conversion of Jinns to Islam 
here) But that explains why the Jinns are so mischievous. Their 
human Muslim brothers are terrorists. This is all because of 
Islam. I hope the Jinns use the Internet and can log in to my site. 
If I can make them get rid of Islam I bet they turn to become nice 
spirits again. 


In your “scientific” explanation of Jinns you claimed that they 
are kind of spiritual beings that possess people and make them do 
crazy things. This is also confirmed in Quran Q.37:6/10 where it 
calls them "evil spirits", which in itself is in contradiction with 
the above Hadith where Muhammad says "how nice those Jinns 


' 


were". But tell me how spirits can eat the remains of human food 
or dung. Bones and dung are material things made of atoms. How 
can they feed Jinns and demons that are immaterial or, as Quran 


says, spiritual beings? 
But the bizarre imaginative power of Muhammad did not end 
there. He claimed that: 


Sahih Bukhari Volume 4, Book 54, Number 432: "The angels 
descend, the clouds and mention this or that matter decreed in the 
Heaven. The devils listen stealthily to such a matter, come down to 
inspire the soothsayers with it, and the latter would add to it one- 
hundred lies of their own." 


Then he goes on saying: 


Q. 72:8: “And (the Jinn who had listened to the Qur'an said): 
We had sought the heaven but had found it filled with strong 
warders and meteors. 


9. And we used to sit on places (high) therein to listen. But he 
who listeneth now findeth a flame in wait for him;" 


He repeated the same absurd idea again. 


Q. 37: 6/10: “We have indeed decked the lower heaven with 
beauty (in) the stars, 


(For beauty) and for guard against all obstinate rebellious evil 
spirits, 

(So) they should not strain their ears in the direction of the 
Exalted Assembly but be cast away from every side, 


Repulsed, for they are under a perpetual penalty, 


Except such as snatch away something by stealth, and they are 
pursued by a flaming fire, of piercing brightness”. 


And 


Q. 67:5 “And we have, (from of old), adorned the lowest 
heaven with Lamps, and We have made such (Lamps) (as) 
missiles to drive away the Evil Ones, and have prepared for them 
the Penalty of the Blazing Fire.” 


Now, do these things make sense? Are the stars in lower 
heaven? Are meteors really stars that are hurled at the Jinns who 
strain their ears to listen to the conversation of the "Exalted 
Assembly"? Muhammad did not know the difference between 
stars that are suns thousands and millions of light years away 
from us and the “shooting stars” that are small spatial debris 
entering our atmosphere and burning in the impact. 


If Jinns are “spirits” as Q. 67: 5 indicates (or made of fire as 
other verses indicate), can you hit a spirit with a_ stone 
(meteorite?) 


These are not facts. These are insanities. They were lore and 
legends of ancient people. They are hallucinations of a sick mind. 
The fact the Muhammad was mentally insane became known 
even to his own mother and wet nurse. 


Here is the story told by Halima, Muhammad's foster mother, 
related in Guillaume's translation of Ibn Ishaq, page 72: 

"His [Muhammad's friend's] father said to me, "I am afraid 
that this child has had a stroke, so take him back to his family 
before the result appears... She [Muhammad's mother] asked me 


what happened and gave me no peace until I told her. When she 
asked if I feared a demon had possessed him, I replied that I 
did." 

The Arabs of the 7 century were a superstitious folk, but even 
to them Muhammad was an extreme case and they thought that he 
was crazy or possessed, which the Prophet on behalf of his 
imaginary Allah tried to deny. 


81: 22-25, “No, your compatriot [Muhammad] is not mad. He 
saw him [Gabriel] on the clear horizon. He does not grudge the 


secrets of the unseen, nor is this the utterance of an accursed 
devil." 


69: 41-42, “It [the Quran] is no poet's speech: scant is your 
faith! It is no soothsayer's divination: how little you reflect! It is 
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revelation from the Lord of the Universe”. 


Of course, mad people think of themselves to be sane. The fact 
that Muhammad denies his madness putting the words in the 
mouth of his imaginary friend to witness on his behalf is no proof 
of his sanity. One wonders how a sane person could see mytho- 
logical creatures like Jinns or angels? But there are hadithes that 
cast more shadows of doubt on the mental sanity of the Prophet. 
The Apostle of Allah was indeed delirious. This was admitted by 
him and is reported in hadithes that are considered by the 
majority of the Muslims to be Sahih. 


Sahih Bukhari Volume 4, Book 53, Number 400 Narrated 
Aisha: Once the Prophet was bewitched so that he began to 
imagine that he had done a thing which in fact he had not done. 


Sahih Bukhari Volume 4, Book 54, Number 490 Narrated 
Aisha: Magic was worked on the Prophet so that he began to 
fancy that he was doing a thing which he was not actually doing. 
One day he invoked (Allah) for a long period and then said, "I 
feel that Allah has inspired me as how to cure myself. Two 
persons came to me (in my dream) and sat, one by my head and 


the other by my feet. One of them asked the other, ‘What is the 
ailment of this man?’ The other replied, ‘He has been bewitched’. 
The first asked, ‘Who has bewitched him?’ The other replied, 
‘Lubaid bin Al-Asam’. The first one asked, ‘What material has he 
used?’ The other replied, ‘A comb, the hair gathered on it, and 
the outer skin of the pollen of the male date-palm.’ The first 
asked, ‘Where is that?’ The other replied, ‘It is in the well of 
Dharwan.’ So, the Prophet went out towards the well and then 
returned and said to me on his return, "Its date-palms (the date- 
palms near the well) are like the heads of the devils." I asked, 
"Did you take out those things with which the magic was 
worked?" He said, "No, for I have been cured by Allah and I am 
afraid that this action may spread evil amongst the people." Later 
on the well was filled up with earth.” 


Don’t these hadithes prove that Muhammad was mentally 
insane? The insanity of Muhammad however becomes obvious 
when we learn that he attempted suicide on several occasions. 
[Volume 9, Book 87, Number 111] Read this narrative and 
compare Muhammad’s esoteric experiences with hallucinations 
of a schizophrenic. These stories reveal the truth about 
Muhammad’s state of mind that most Muslims do not want to 
acknowledge. 


Creation: 


In defense of the Quranic story of creation, you wrote: “Jslam 
is STILL compatible with evolution, nonetheless. It is said that 
God created human beings—so it must follow that humanity must 
have started at some point in earth’s history.” 


It seems that you have no understanding of the concept of 
evolution and apparently you don’t know what you are talking 
about. Evolution precludes creation. Therefore, the claim that 
“humanity must have started at some point in earth’s history” is 
absurd. 


You wrote: “the Quran does not specify when Man was 
created—it could have been at anytime, but the point is that at 
some point some original man and woman must have existed. We 
are descended from an original pair of human beings that must 
have been the first of our species, and any anthropologist would 
tell you that.”’ 


Please understand that there is no “starting point” for 
humanity. There are no “original man and woman” that acted as 
the genitors of all humanity. The process of evolution is a 
continuum. You cannot point to a couple in any moment of the 
Earth’s history and say these two are the first humans. Your claim 
that Islam is compatible with evolution is just silly. You either 
believe in the childish story of creation as was believed by very 
ancient people in Babylonia, Hittite, Canaan, etc. and rehashed in 
the Bible and the Quran or you believe in the evolution. 


Mi’raj: 
As for the Mi'raj (the ascension of Muhammad) you claimed, “it 


is a fact because it is based in an incredibly credible source—the 
Prophet Muhammad.” 


Thanks for being so honest (at least in this case); you don’t try 
in vain to prove that this ridiculous tale of Mi'raj has any scientific 
or logical base. You admit that you believe in this fairytale because 
Muhammad said so and you accept anything that Muhammad says. 
In other words, according to your "logic", what is in accordance 
with your religion is logical. That is a weird definition of logic. 
You do not investigate the truth of Islam through logic, but you let 
Islam define for you what logic should be. I wonder if this is your 
standard of logic and truth, by what authority do you bash 
Christians for believing in Trinity and ascension of Jesus to Heaven 
when they use your own method and let religion define for them 
what is logical and what is not? 


In your previous email, you quoted the ‘Oxford History of 
Islam’ saying: “Faith is never blind in Islam”. Isn’t your belief in 


Mi'raj a blind faith? If not, then what is the definition of blind 
faith? Doesn’t blind faith mean accepting a claim without 
investigating the veracity of that claim because you trust blindly 
the person who says so? 


Now don't think that I say blind faith is wrong. I myself have 
blind faith in my doctor and do what he says even though I do not 
understand. The reason why I trust my doctor even with my own 
life is because he has earned his degrees and my government has 
certified to his ability. I would never trust someone who claims to 
be a doctor but cannot produce a certificate. I would not mind 
believing even in Muhammad if he can show me his credentials. 
But he does not have any credential. He wrote his own credential. 
Wouldn't it be crazy to follow a man like him blindly? Whatever 
he said is wrong. He has proven to be an ignorant man. Also he 
lived a very indecent life. Would any man in his right mind 
believe in such person? 


This is basically the essence of Islam. Muslims accept Islam as 
the truth without any proof and then strive to manipulate the facts 
and interpret them in a way to justify their belief. Hence we have 
a herd of Islamic apologists trying hard to manufacture 
“evidence” in order to justify their beliefs. 


I will tell you the “truth”. I also had a Mi’raj of my own. I was 
taken to heaven and met Allah in person. I wrote about this in an 
article. I am looking for foolhardy credulous people like you to 
take my word for it and believe in my story. To my credit, unlike 
Muhammad who said many les, I never said any other lie than 
this one. So my story should be more credible than his. Read it. It 
is funny. God loves laughter after all. 


http://main.faithfreedom.org/Articles/sina/my_mi'ra].htm 
Muhammad’s honesty: 


You say that Muhammad was an honest man and as evidence 
you bring forth the testimony of the writers of ‘The Oxford 


History of Islam’. (I wonder whether you read any other book 
beside this one) This reminds me of an anecdote I heard when I 
was a child (and partially remember) A fox was caught stealing 
grapes. He was taken to the gadi (judge) for trial. He pleaded 
innocent. The qadi asked him whether he had a witness. The fox 
responded: “Yes, my tail is my witness”. Now you are asking me 
to take the words of a bunch of Islamic apologists who testify to 
the honesty of Muhammad! 


We know for a fact that Muhammad assassinated his 
opponents like any gangster. We know for a fact that he 
ambushed merchant caravans and robbed like any bandit. We 
know for a fact that he raped a 9-year-old child like any 
pedophile. We know for a fact that he raided civilians, murdered, 
looted, and massacred them even after they surrendered without 
putting up any fight. Would these "unbiased" scholars admit to 
the facts that Muhammad was a thief, a murderer and assassin or 
a pedophile? If not, why should I believe them when they say 
this pervert was honest? You people are making a mockery of 
justice. You have created a culture of lies. If every Muslim lies to 
defend Islam and he knows that he is lying but he is compelled to 
lie because in defense of his religion anything including lies is 
acceptable, why should anyone believe that Muhammad was an 
honest man? 


Imam Ghazali's authority in Islam is indisputable. See what he 
says about lying: 

"Speaking is a means to achieve objectives. If a praiseworthy 
aim is attainable through both telling the truth and lying, it is 
unlawful to accomplish through lying because there is no need for 
it. When it is possible to achieve such an aim by lying but not by 
telling the truth, it is permissible to lie if attaining the goal is 
permissible'"' (Ref: Ahmad Ibn Nagib al-Misri, ‘The Reliance of 
the Traveller’, translated by Nuh Ha Mim Keller, Amana 
publications, 1997, section r8.2, page 745). 


I guess this is clear. Muslims are allowed to lie when they 
cannot achieve their objective by telling the truth. The first part of 
his statement is irrelevant. No one will lie when he can achieve 
his objective by telling the truth. So there was no need for him to 
state the obvious. What is relevant is the fact that Muslims can he 
when they cannot attain their goal by telling the truth. This is the 
standard of truthfulness as explained by a man whose influence in 
shaping the Islamic world was only second to Muhammad. 


Now, should anyone believe anything that a Muslim says? As 
anyone can see, Islam is founded on lies. How can a founder of a 
religion be honest when lying is the culture of his followers? How 
can we trust a man who believes that even God lies and is 
deceitful?. 


No, my dear! I do not trust Islamic apologists whose main goal 
is to save face for Islam and sell it to the gullible as a “religion of 
peace”. To learn about Muhammad and his character, I go to the 
sources. Through Quran and Hadith I discovered a Muhammad 
who, far from being a "Mercy of God in the world", was a liar, a 
pervert, a sadistic tyrant, a ruthless murderer, a thief and an 
assassin. I do not need John Esposito or other apologists of Islam 
to tell me who Muhammad was. I can find that out on my own 
when I read the Quran and the biography of this man narrated in 
Hadith. This veiled face of Muhammad is what we are trying to 
unveil. 


You challenge me to show you one source that says 
Muhammad was not honest. How can I do that when Muhammad 
killed all his critics? Who was left that dared to tell the truth? 
Does the name Ibn Abi Sarh ring a bell? He was one of the 
scribes of the Prophet. He found out that Muhammad was making 
up his revelations, so he left him and revealed this secret to 
others. Muhammad got up to him and wanted to execute him. 
Othmnan was Sarh's foster brother. He intervened and 
Muhammad kept silent and thus Sarh's life was spared. But later 


Muhammad nagged that his followers misunderstood his silence, 
and that they should have killed Sarh. He explained that his 
silence was due to the fact that he did not want to say no to 
Othman but he expected his men to kill Sarh anyway. (Talk about 
hypocrisy!) 


The Prophet forced everyone to accept his cult and killed all 
those who resisted. Even if someone dared to leave behind a true 
story of this man, how could his book survive 1400 years of 
repression and censor? What happened to the book of Zakaria 
Razi? If it weren’t for an apologetic book of a Muslim who 
quoted him to rebut him, we would not have even known that 
such book ever existed. The claim of the truthfulness of 
Muhammad is contradicted by Quran itself. As we saw in the 
above Quranic verses (81: 22-25, 69: 41-42), Muhammad was 
known to be a lunatic and not an “honest” person. Islam is built 
entirely on lies. 


Nevertheless, the truth can be extracted by reading between 
the lines of Muhammad’s own supporters and his own book, the 
Quran. And the truth that is coming out is extremely disturbing. It 
is this truth that is going to eradicate Islam, not me. What I do 
and what my comrades do is to bring to light the truth and unveil 
the facts. And we bank on the fact that the majority of Muslims 
side with the truth even though that truth may be bitter at first and 
they will abandon Islam eventually. The end of Islam is very 
near, much sooner than anyone can imagine. Blame it on the 
Internet. 


Muhammad’s Knowledge: 


You wrote; “Muhammad is a Prophet—not only because the 
Quran says so—but also because this man had almost no 
knowledge of any monotheistic ideas, didn’t know how to read or 
write, and was a shepherd and businessman for the first 40 years 
of his life and still came down preaching about the original 


religion and monotheism of Abraham and told stories of earlier 
prophets which he could not have possibly known through his 
very limited contact with Christians and Jews. 


First of all, this “knowledge of the Quran” that you are talking 
about is pure gibberish. There is no knowledge in that book. The 
Quran is a pile of garbage. Where is that “knowledge’’? 


Secondly, those tales of monotheism and stories of the Bible 
are false. There is no truth in monotheism. Said so, you should 
also know that these Biblical fables were already known amongst 
the Arabs. These people had no TVs or other forms of 
entertainment but to sit around and count stories. Stories of the 
Kings of Persia and Byzantine and the stories of the prophets 
were the favorite ones. Muhammad, as a loner and schizophrenic, 
was particularly fond of religious tales. 


The bits and pieces of the Biblical stories that Muhammad 
narrated in the Quran were nothing that other Arabs had not 
heard. 


The Arabs used to meet once a year in a big fair at Ocaz. 
There, each person brought his goods for sale and the poets, 
preachers and storytellers found a relaxed audience to listen to 
them. Muhammad attended the fairs in Ocaz and he was 
mesmerized by a particular Christian preacher named Coss, the 
bishop of Najran, who, as Sir William Muir wrote, “preached a 
purer creed than that of Mecca, in accents, pregnant with deep 
reason and fervid faith, which agitated and aroused his soul. And 
many at that fair, besides the venerable Coss, though perhaps 
influenced by a less catholic spirit, and more by prejudice and 
superstition, yet professed to believe in the same Revelation from 
above, if they did not actually preach the same good tidings”. 
[Muir, ‘The Life of Muhammad’, Book 2, Chapter 2, Page 7] 


As the matter of fact, it is very probable that the success of 
Coss in rallying around himself a big crowd and his influence on 


his listeners was what stirred in the attentive mind of the youthful 
Muhammad, an orphaned boy who was spurned by his own 
mother and craved for attention and recognition, the desire to 
emulate him and become a spiritual leader. 


The stories of the Bible were not unknown in Arabia. In fact, 
Waraga, the paternal cousin of Khadija, was a Christian monk. 
Muhammad must have been going to him and listening to his 
stories. In polytheistic Mecca many believed in Christianity and 
the statues of Jesus and Mary were kept in Kaaba along with 
other gods. This is the beauty of polytheism. In polytheistic 
societies all religions are welcome—all beliefs are tolerated. This 
is a far cry from the intolerant society that Muhammad built with 
the introduction of Islam—a society that even after 1400 years 
cannot tolerate someone owning a copy of the Bible. 


The Biblical stories of the Quran are not complete. 
Muhammad alludes to these stories summarily as if talking to 
people who already know them. Despite that Muhammad’s 
memory failed in many occasions. Quran contains several 
mistakes when it deals with Biblical stories. The most conspi- 
cuous of all is Muhammad’s confusing Myriam (Maryam in 
Arabic) the sister of Moses and Aaron with Mary (also Maryam 
in Arabic) the mother of Jesus. Muhammad actually thought that 
Mary and Myriam are the same person. In actuality, there is a gap 
of 1500 years between the two. 


Another obvious mistake of Muhammad is in his belief that 
Jesus was not crucified, but it “appeared” so to the spectators. In 
other words, god played a magic just like any good magician who 
makes you believe he is chopping his assistant in three pieces 
when in reality he is not. Where did Muhammad get this weird 
idea? Remember he did not read the Bible. His knowledge of the 
Bible was hearsay. 


John Gilchrist explains: 


“There are some who suggest that Muhammad was aware of 
the Nestorian/ Monophysite controversy of his time which centred 
on the actual nature of Christ's personality. The Monophysites 
argued for a single divine character, the Nestorians for a double 
nature, one human and the other divine. From these disputes it is 
supposed that Muhammad may have derived the idea that Jesus 
came only in a human semblance, or that it was only such a 
semblance that appeared to them when he was crucified. This was 
indeed very much the belief of the early Gnostics and one writer 
argues: 


“But in teaching his followers that Christ was not really 
crucified by the Jews but miraculously delivered from their 
hands, someone being substituted in His stead, Muhammad was 
merely following in the footsteps of Basilides, the Valentinians, 
the Manicheans and other heretics of early times. (Tisdall, ‘The 
Religion of the Crescent’, p. 168)’.” [‘The Christian Witness to 
the Muslim’ ] 


Muir suggests that perhaps Muhammad had friends among the 
Jews who narrated to him the tales of their scriptures. He writes: 


“Whether the ‘Witness’, and other Jewish supporters of 
Mahomet, were among his professed followers, slaves perhaps, at 
Mecca; or were casual visitors there from Israelitish tribes; or 
belonged to the Jewish residents of Medina (with the inhabitants 
of which city the Prophet was on the point of establishing friendly 
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relations), we cannot do more than conjecture ”’. 


“But whoever his Jewish friends may have been, it is evident 
that they had a knowledge-rude and imperfect perhaps, but 
comprehensive, - of the outlines or Jewish history and tradition. 
These, distorted by rabbinical fable, and embellished or parodied 
by the Prophet's fancy, supplied the material for the Scriptural 
stories, which begin to form a chief portion of the Coran. The 
mixture of truth and fiction, of graphic imagery and of childish 


inanity, the repetition over and over again of the same tale in 
stereotyped expression, and the constant elaborate and ill- 
concealed effort to draw an analogy between himself and the 
former Prophets by putting the speech of his own day into their 
lips and those or their pretended opposers, fatigue and nauseate 
the patient reader of the Coran.” [Muir, V2, Ch 5, p.185] 


But as I said these stories of the Bible were common 
knowledge among the Arabs. There was no need for Muhammad 
to have a Jewish friend (although this hypothesis is very likely) to 
learn about the stories of the Bible. He could have heard them 
from anyone who knew how to read. In the absence of books, the 
religious scriptures were the only books available. Also the 
knowledge of Muhammad about the Bible is so rudimentary that 
it is quite obvious he did not read that book. Nevertheless 
Muhammad was interested in religion. He was not a man who 
liked to work. He stopped working after he married his rich wife. 
And he did not like to fight. 


Muir writes, "In one of the battles (fought between the 
Hawazin and the Quraish) Mahomet attended upon his uncles; 
but, though now near twenty years of age, he had not acquired 
the love of arms. According to some authorities, his efforts were 
confined to gathering up the arrows discharged by the enemy and 
handing them to his uncles." 


His love was religion. This was the passion of Muhammad and 
he would listen to those who had read the Bible and could narrate 
Biblical storeis. 


The schizophrenic messenger 


A schizophrenic is torn apart between two forces. One is his 
religiosity and the other is his sexuality. On one hand he is pulled 
by his sexual appetite, has constant sexual reveries and on the 
other he is filled with guilt for his secret thoughts and tries to 
compensate and even deny his cravings by being critical and 


disdainful of sex. On one hand he fantasizes about sex that to him 
seem quite real and on the other he hallucinates meeting and 
conversing with prophets, angels and God. Both these fantasies 
were very much part of the psyche of the Prophet. The following 
Hadith reveals the sexual nature of Muhammad’s psychotic 
world: 


Volume 7, Book 71, Number 660: Narrated Aisha: Magic was 
worked on Allah's Apostle so that he used to think that he had 
sexual relations with his wives while he actually had not (Sufyan 
said: That is the hardest kind of magic as it has such an effect, 
(click on the link to read the rest of the story) 


If we accept that Muhammad was hallucinating (or as he and 
the unlettered people of his time though, was "possessed") why 
not consider the fact that his epiphany in the cave of mount Hira 
and his vision of Angle Gabriel were also a hallucination? 


The schizophrenics live in a dichotomized prison. The battle 
of good and evil in them translates into a tug-of-war between 
their sexuality and their spirituality. Muhammad was a textbook 
example of that. This explains why he thought sex is dirty, why 
he disdained women who in his skewed mind were responsible 
for his sinful reveries and why he was so impotent to contain his 
lustful thoughts. Muhammad gave free rein to his sexual cravings, 
marring a dozen of women and having sex with his maids, raping 
captives and others who just “gave’ themselves to him and still 
was hankering for more. The Prophet was obsessed with sex as 
much as he was with religion and God. The following story 
demonstrates clearly the impact of these two forces tearing apart 
Muhammad and dominating his psyche. 

Volume 7, Book 63, Number 182: Narrated Abu Usaid: We 
went out with the Prophet to a garden called Ash-Shaut till we 
reached two walls between which we sat down. The Prophet said, 
"Sit here," and went in (the garden). The Jauniyya (a lady from 


Bani Jaun) had been brought and lodged in a house in a date- 
palm garden in the home of Umaima bint An-Nu'man_ bin 
Sharahil, and her wet nurse was with her. When the Prophet 
entered upon her, he said to her, "Give me yourself (in marriage) 
as a gift." She said, "Can a princess give herself in marriage to 
an ordinary man?" The Prophet raised his hand to pat her so that 
she might become tranquil. She said, "I seek refuge with Allah 
from you." He said, "You have sought refuge with One Who gives 
refuge. Then the Prophet came out to us and said, "O Abu Usaid! 
Give her two white linen dresses to wear and let her go back to 
her family." Narrated Sahl and Abu Usaid: The Prophet married 
Umaima bint Sharahil, and when she was brought to him, he 
stretched his hand towards her. It seemed that she disliked that, 
whereupon the Prophet ordered Abu Usaid to prepare her and to 
provide her with two white linen dresses. (See Hadith No. 541). 


Let us analyze this affair and see if we can have a glimpse into 
the mind of the man who called himself the prophet of God. In 
this story Muhammad is attracted towards a beautiful lady of a 
noble linage. And just like a spoiled child who sees a beautiful 
toy, he wants her for himself. In this translation the translator has 
places (in marriage) in parenthesis. Such word in original text 
does not exist. The word “give” in Arabic is Habba. This word is 
not used for marriage but for soliciting sex. 


Apparently the practice of women giving themselves to men 
just for sex was not that unusual amongst the Arabs at that time. 
We recall that in another episode a woman tried to offer herself to 
Abdullah the father of Muhammad because according to the 
narrator she saw a special light in him. But instead Abdullah goes 
to his wife first and on this way back asks the woman whether she 
is still interested to “give” herself to him. But this time the 
woman declines saying that she does not see in him that light 
anymore. The narrator obviously has fabricated this story to say 
that Abdullah was emanating some sort of light when he carried 


the sperm of Muhammad and when he deposited that sperm in 
Aminah’s womb the light disappeared in him. However 
neglecting the inanity of this story this shows that the practice of 
women giving themselves to men just for sex was not that 
uncommon amongst the Arabs. 


In the above story, when Muhammad asked that lady to give 
herself to him, he had already several wives. Despite that he was 
impelled by his libido and solicited that lady to make love with 
him. But when that woman rejects Muhammad his ego is hurt and 
he loses his temper and raises his hand to strike her. This story 
tells us a lot about the psychological trait of Muhammad. We see 
in Muhammad a man who is not in control of his sexual impulse 
nor can he control his temper. Muhammad was a narcissist and 
narcissists cannot take rejections 


What happens next is what makes us see that the self- 
acclaimed prophet was indeed swayed between his lower nature 
and his higher self. In this story, the victim fortunately 
pronounces the magic word "I seek refuge with Allah from you" 
And Muhammad suddenly comes to his sensed and 1s stricken by 
guilt. He tries to compensate his sinful behavior and sooth his 
remorseful conscience by bribing his victim with gifts. 


The schizophrenic is constantly battling between sin and guilt. 
This explains the harshness of the teachings of Muhammad. He 
hates sinners because he hates his own sinning self. His hell is 
tormenting because he is filled with guilt and in denial of his 
sinful nature. This explains his obsession with “believing”. The 
message of Muhammad is not about being loving, forgiving, kind 
or compassionate. It is about “believing”. According to 
Muhammad god can forgive every sin except the sin of disbelief. 
4:48 The belief in God is not a gateway to accept his good 
teachings and become a better human being by putting those 
teachings into practice but it is an end in itself. This idea that 
belief in God takes precedence over all good deeds was perhaps 


inculcated in the mind of the youthful Muhammad when he used 
to listen to the sermons of Coss or heed the preaching of other 
Christians. He was convinced that the belief in God could save 
him from his sins. The stories told of him reveal a Man who was 
haunted with the fears of hell and punishment in the grave. 


Volume 1, Book 12, Number 795: Narrated Aisha: (the wife of 
the Prophet) Allah's Apostle used to invoke Allah in the prayer 
saying “Allahumma inni a'udhu bika min adhabil-qabri, wa a'udhu 
bika min fitnatil-masihid-dajjal, wa a'udhu bika min fitnatil-mahya 
wa fitnatil-mamati. Allahumma inni a'udhu bika minal-ma thami 
wal-maghrami. (O Allah, I seek refuge with You from _ the 
punishment of the grave and from the afflictions of Masi,h Ad- 
Dajjal and from the afflictions of life and death. O Allah, I seek 
refuge with You from the sins and from being in debt)." Somebody 
said to him, "Why do you so frequently seek refuge with Allah from 
being in debt?" The Prophet replied, "A person in debt tells lies 
whenever he speaks, and breaks promises whenever he makes 
(them)." 'Aisha also narrated: I heard Allah's Apostle in his prayer 
seeking refuge with Allah from the afflictions of Ad-dajjal. 


In Quran we find verses where Muhammad’s Allah bestows 
upon his messenger all women “in order that there shall be no 
difficulty” for him. 


33.50 “O Prophet! We have made lawful to thee thy wives to 
whom thou hast paid their dowers; and those whom thy right hand 
possesses out of the prisoners of war whom Allah has assigned to 
thee; and daughters of thy paternal uncles and aunts, and 
daughters of thy maternal uncles and aunts, who migrated (from 
Makka) with thee; and any believing woman who dedicates her soul 
to the Prophet if the Prophet wishes to wed her; - this only for thee, 
and not for the Believers (at large); We know what We have 
appointed for them as to their wives and the captives whom their 
right hands possess;- in order that there should be no difficulty for 
thee. And Allah is Oft-Forgiving, Most Merciful”. 


Then again we come across verses that indicate Muhammad is 
overtaken by guilt for marrying so many women and like a child 
rebuking himself not to be gluttonous he prohibits himself from 
taking more women in marriage. 


033.052 “It is not lawful for thee (to marry more) women after 
this, nor to change them for (other) wives, even though their 
beauty attract thee, except any thy right hand should possess (as 
handmaidens): and Allah doth watch over all things”. 


But as it can be seen even then the Prophet is dragged 
down again by his debauchery and leaves himself a loophole to 
satisfy his wantonness with “any thy right hand should possess” 
i.e. the women captured in his raids. As if those women were 
chattels and not humans. 


The Quran: 


As for your claim that Quran is the best-written book, of 
course is a ridiculous claim. 


But I agree with you that this book has been influential. 
However the reason of the influence of this book has nothing to 
do with any truth that it may contain. Any ideology or book can 
be imposed on people by force and deceit and can become 
influential in their lives. Communism was extremely influential 
in the last century. Nazism also was influential in its own time. 
Though these ideologies influenced millions of people, their 
influence was harmful. The question is whether the influence of 
Quran is a positive one or a negative one. A brief review of the 
impact of Quran on its believers shows how pernicious has been 
the influence of this book on those who followed its instructions. 


With some exceptions, unquestionably the Muslims are, as a 
lot, the poorest, the most ignorant, and the most barbaric nations 
of the world. This is the influence of Islam. Is there anything to 
brag about it? 


Quran’s Challenge: 


In your letter you repeated the ridiculous challenge of 
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Muhammad known as “Produce a Sura like this.’ 


In my site I have challenged Muslims to prove me wrong and 
if they do so successfully I promised to remove my site. Some 
Muslims, including you, have answered to this challenge and 
have written to refute me. But I have published all of those 
replies. I am not afraid of these challenges. I do not censor them. 
I answer them and counter them. Mine is a genuine challenge, 
which by itself is proof of my sincerity. 


But how sincere was Muhammad and how sincere are his 
followers as far as their challenge is concerned? Do you allow 
people to come forward and meet this challenge? No!...You 
would kill them instantly! For 1400 years no one dared to say a 
word against Islam. Now that we are in the West and we want to 
exercise our freedom of expression, a gift of the secularism, and 
criticize Islam you are doing everything possible to stop us. Your 
Mullahs issue fatwas against those who criticize Islam. And your 
assassins roam around hunting the critics. In the West Muslims 
like you try to change the laws in their favor and ban the criticism 
of Islam. Muslims become hysteric when someone criticizes their 
religion claiming, “their sensibility is hurt” and want to shut 
him/her up. Now that we have the Internet and can write with 
safety you Muslims coerce and even threaten the web servers to 
remove anti Islamic sites. My site was originally hosted at 
Tripod.com. Muslims compelled them to shut it down. Some one 
wrote a couple of Surahs in the style of Quran and posted them on 
a site. Muslims were furious and made that site shut down too. 


This bogus challenge of Muhammad and the consequences 
suffered by those who attempt to respond to it shows clearly the 
moral bankruptcy of Islam. It actually reminds one, of the 
presidential “elections” of Iraq where people are called to come to 


the polls and they are given the choice to agree or disagree with 
Saddam. But the vote is open and those who vote no, are actually 
voting for their own death. No wonder 99.98% of the voters 
always approve of Saddam. Of course the 0.02% who disagree are 
not real people but apparently Saddam wants to show that there 
are also oppositions in his country. Therefore as his bounty he 
gives a fraction of a percent credit to his opponents. This 
challenge of Quran is no better. It is a joke Sir. 


But if you really want to see something superior to Quran read 
the articles in my site. Read Ismahan’s responses to our antisite; 
read Abul-kasem’s writings. Read Hikmat’s article on Debunking 
The Miracle of 19. This young lady is a university student from 
India living with her Mushm family. It doesn’t matter whose 
article you read. All of them are superior to Quran. These articles 
appeal to intelligent people. Quran appeals to ignorant people. This 
is the difference. But the age of ignorance is over and thus the days 
of Islam are numbered. It will be through these superior writings 
that we are going to eradicate Islam. “Indeed the truth has come 
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and the ignorance has gone. And ignorance was bound to go”’. 


You challenge me to show you the mistakes of the Quran and 
assert that it is a “book that is widely acknowledged to contain 
absolutely no mistakes or contradictions ”’. 


Acknowledged by whom? By brainwashed Muslims? Is that 
proof? 5 billion people of the world do not agree with that 
preposterous statement of yours. If everyone agreed that Quran 
contains no mistakes, everyone would be a Muslim by now. There 
are many mistakes in the Quran. It would require a book to talk 
about them. I give you a link so you can see that Quran is full of 
mistakes. http://www.answering-islam.org.uk/Quran/Contra/ 


Conversions to Islam: 


You braged: “tens of thousands of people convert to Islam 
every year in “advanced” societies like America and Europe. And 


many of them are found to be normal, rational, thinking people, 
even by your own skewed definitions.” 


I do not believe any “normal rational” person can be attracted 
to the idiotic hate-laden message of Islam. Therefore if those who 
convert to Islam appear to you as such it is due to YOUR skewed 
definition of rationality not mine. Who are those “normal 
rational” people you are talking about? Those who convert in 
prisons and then when they come out build dirty bombs to kill 
innocent people? Are the shoe bombers your “normal rational” 
people? Don’t you read the news? These people who convert to 
Islam are attracted to it because they find in it a cause to express 
their innate desire to kill and be violent. They flock to Islam 
because they are violent people and Islam not only nurtures and 
approves their violence, it also gives them a justification. 


Normal rational people are not attracted to Islam. Normal 
rational people are abandoning Islam. Look at the forum in 
faithfreedom.org. See what kind of people is leaving Islam. These 
are intelligent people. They are articulate, coherent, sensible, 
educated people. They are scientists, educators, doctors, and 
writers. They are the créme de la creme of the society. Who is the 
great brain that has converted to Islam? Give me a name? 
Muhammad Ali Clay the boxer?... Cat Stevens, the singer’... 
Mike Tyson the ear eater? .. or Jose Padilla the criminal? Are 
these the normal rational people you brag about? You can only 
fool a bunch of wayward kids who do not know better. Can you 
compare Ismahan Levi to John Walker Lindh? 


Violent expansion of Islam: 


You wrote, “Your claim that Islam advanced through 
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“violence” is wrong. First of all, regarding the Prophet 
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Muhammad’s “raids”, these were actually done during a time of 
war that was declared—not by the Prophet Muhammad—but by the 
Quraish Tribe that wanted the destruction of the Muslim 


community. ” 


It is amazing how you are capable to fool yourself. Tell me 
who declared those wars? They were declared by Muhammad. As 
a matter of fact sometimes the Prophet did not even declare any 
war. He raided the civilians without warning them. He took them 
by surprise--people who had gone to the fields after their daily 
work. He was the one who initiated the wars. He was the one who 
murdered unarmed people. How can any decent human being read 
the shameful stories of Muhammad’s traitorous and murderous 
raids and not cringe? Did you read the story of the raid of 
Muhammad at Kheibar? See how the narrator brags about the fact 
that the civilians were taken by surprise. 


Sahih Bukhari Volume 1, Book 8, Number 367 


Narrated Abdul Aziz: Anas said, 'When Allah's Apostle 
invaded Khaibar, we offered the Fajr prayer there early in the 
morning) when it was still dark. The Prophet rode and Abu Talha 
rode too and I was riding behind Abu Talha. The Prophet passed 
through the lane of Khaibar quickly and my knee was touching 
the thigh of the Prophet. He uncovered his thigh and I saw the 
whiteness of the thigh of the Prophet. When he entered the town, 
he said, 'Allahu Akbar! Khaibar is ruined. Whenever we 
approach near a (hostile) nation (to fight) then evil will be the 
morning of those who have been warned.’ He repeated this thrice. 
The people came out for their jobs and some of them said, 
‘Muhammad (has come).' (Some of our companions added, 
"With his army.'') We conquered Khaibar, took the captives, 
and the booty was collected. ..." 


I am not sure whether these bogus statements of yours are 
based on total ignorance of the real history of Islam or something 
else. You call yourself a “scholar” and I wonder how an Islamic 
scholar does not know the history of Islam and the way it 
expanded. I give you the benefit of the doubt and assume that you 
actually don’t know and have not read the proper history of Islam. 
This is possible since you do not go to the source and instead trust 


what the apologists tell you. Here I am going to quote you the 
facts and back them by proper Islamic sources to prove to you 
that Islam DID advance through violence. 


When Muhammad escaped to Medina, he was a penny-less 
man. He destroyed all the wealth of Khadija through mismanage- 
ment. After marrying Khadija he stopped working and started 
drifting to the caves relying entirely on the riches of his wife. His 
constant taunting of the religion of the Quraish forced the people 
of Medina to boycott him and those who supported him. In his 
first days of arrival at Medina he was so poor that he relied on 
some dates given to him by the Ansar and the Jews for his 
sustenance. Although other immigrants went to work for the Jews 
and other Arabs of Medina Muhammad found working demeaning, 
but instead he staged several raids at merchant caravans. (As 
courageous as he was he never took part in any one of them 
personally) His early forays were not successful. But as time passed 
he got better at it and finally at Nakhla his men headed by Abdallah 
ibn Jahsh, the first person who received the title of Amir al 
Mo’menin, the commander of the faithfuls, deceived the few 
merchants carrying goods from Taif to Mecca, ambushed and killed 
one of them in the sacred month when fighting was prohibited and 
took the booty and the rest of the men as hostages to Muhammad. 
Muhammad asked the families of the captives to pay ransom and 
threatened to kill them. A ransom was arranged and the men were 
released. This was the sixth robbery attempt of Muhammad and his 
first successful one. From there on he staged more attacks at bigger 
caravans and kept collecting the booty and making money by taking 
hostages. Then he turned his attention to the Jews not before 
alienating the rest of the Arabs from them and rendering them 
vulnerable and indefectible. He raided, looted, enslaved and 
massacred them and banished the elderly and sick to their unknown 
destiny. 


Arabs were a bunch of uncultured and harsh people. Yet they 
were people of honor who prided themselves for keeping their 


words. There were four sacred months during which people had 
pledged not to fought with each other. When Muhammad’s men 
committed the despicable act of treachery, pretending to be 
pilgrims and ambushing the caravan and spilling blood, the 
followers of Muhammad were taken aback and criticized this 
action. 


But as usual, Allah came to the help of his messenger and 
revealed these verses: 


They ask thee concerning fighting in the Prohibited Month. 
Say: "Fighting therein is a grave (offence); but graver is it in the 
sight of Allah to prevent access to the path of Allah, to deny Him, 
to prevent access to the Sacred Mosque, and drive out its 
members." Tumult and oppression are worse than slaughter. Nor 
will they cease fighting you until they turn you back from your 
faith if they can. And if any of you Turn back from their faith and 
die in unbelief, their works will bear no fruit in this life and in the 
Hereafter; they will be companions of the Fire and will abide 
therein. (Q. 2:217) 


As it can be seen in this verse, Muhammad justifies robbery, 
murder, treachery, terrorism and breaking the long-standing 
tradition of no-hostility during the sacred months, claiming that 
Quraish’s prevention of Muslim entering the sacred mosque is a 
bigger sin. But he does not assume any responsibility and 
conveniently overlooks the fact that this prevention was due to 
his disrespect of that mosque and the deities housed therein. He 
ignores the fact that his constant taunting and raiding the 
Quraish’s merchant caravans made the Quraish lose sympathy for 
his followers who were robbing them and killing them. The 
hostility did not start with the Quraish; it started with 
Muhammad. 


After promulgating this verse, Mohammed kept a fifth of the 
booty for himself and divided the rest among the captors. 


Muir says, “The thoughts of Mahomet, indeed, from the day of 
his flight, were not thoughts of peace. He had threatened that 
condign vengeance should overtake the enemies of his Revelation, 
- a vengeance not postponed to a future life, but immediate and 
overwhelming even in the present world. He now occupied a 
position where he might become the agent for executing the 
divine justice, and at the same time might triumphantly impose 
the true religion on those who had rejected it. Hostility to the 
Coreish [‘The Life of Muhammad’ V. 3 Ch. 11 P. 63] 


Hostilities against the Meccans continued. Muhammad’s men 
did not miss any opportunity to raid the merchant caravans. But 
despite all this Meccans demonstrated forbearance. No retaliation 
was contemplated and no Muslim suffered from the hands of the 
Meccans. But Muhammad was not satisfied with his robberies. 
He wanted to attack Mecca and impose his religion on those who 
rejected it. Muhammad was not a man who could accept 
rejection. He was a narcissist and like other narcissists he was 
vengeful, single minded and relentless. To achieve his goal he 
could sacrifice anything. For a narcissist other people’s lives have 
no value. Anything that stands between him and his ambitious 
goals must be eliminated. A narcissist has no heart. He can kill 
millions of people if he feels he has no need for them. Stalin, 
Hitler, Pol Pot, Saddam, Khomeini, Mao, Idi Amin are examples 
of what a narcissist is capable of. 


It is at this time that Muhammad started to compose verses 
preparing his followers for the attack on Mecca. 


022.039 To those against whom war is made, permission is 
given (to fight), because they are wronged; - and verily, Allah is 
most powerful for their aid; - 


40- (They are) those who have been expelled from their homes 
in defiance of right,- (for no cause) except that they say, "our 
Lord is Allah". Did not Allah check one set of people by means of 


another, there would surely have been pulled down monasteries, 
churches, synagogues, and mosques, in which the name of Allah 
is commemorated in abundant measure. Allah will certainly aid 
those who aid his (cause);- for verily Allah is full of Strength, 
Exalted in Might, (able to enforce His Will). 


Who forced Muslims out of Mecca? 


It must be noted when these verses were "revealed" no one 
was making war against the Muslims. No Muslim was ever 
expelled from his home either. Meccans never persecuted the 
Muslims. They were angry because Muhammad used to insult 
their deities but at no time they hurt anyone nor banished any 
Muslim from town. On the contrary most Muslims had to escape 
Mecca because their families would not let them go. It was 
Muhammad who insisted that his followers should go. There are 
many verses of Quran that testify to this fact. 


Even when Muhammad and his followers were in Mecca and 
despite the fact that he constantly insulted the religion of the 
Quraish and infuriated them with his abrasive behavior there is 
not a single incidence of physical violence or persecution against 
him or his followers recorded in the annals of Islam. 


The truth is that Meccans did not drive the Muslims out of 
their homes. They emigrated on their own volition and because 
of Mohammad’s insistence. At first he ordered his followers to 
emigrate to Abyssinia and then when he found enough disciples 
in Medina, he sent them thither. 


Muslims today would not tolerate any criticism against their 
religion. They would kill at once any person who dares to 
question their belief. This is what the prophet taught them to do. 
But Arabs prior to Muhammad were more tolerant. They used to 
live with the Jews and Christians in harmony without any sign of 
religious animosity between them. The even intermarries and had 
alliances that overshadowed religious ties. Yet the ultimate test of 


tolerance came when Muhammad mocked their gods. Despite that 
kind of libeling the Quraish evinced incredible degree of 
tolerance and although being offended, never harmed Muhammad 
or any of his cohorts. 


Compare this to the treatment of the Baha’is in Iran. Baha’is 
do not insult Muhammad or his Allah, they do not reject the 
Imams nor disagree with any part of Quran. All they say is that 
their messenger is the Promised One of the Muslims. This is 
nothing compared to Muhammad’s affronts of the beliefs of the 
people of Quraish. Nevertheless Muslims have not spared any act 
of atrocity against this religious minority. They killed many of 
them, jailed them, tortured them, beat them, denied them of their 
rights and treated them with utter inhumanity. None of that was 
done against Muhammad and his followers in Mecca even though 
he constantly accosted their gods with showers of taunts and 
unbounded vituperations and would imprecate their sacred beliefs 
daring them to persecute. 


When the Meccans had enough of it and could no more stand 
Muhammad’s mocking of their deities, a body of their elders 
repaired to Abu Talib, the uncle of the Prophet and complained: 
“This Nephew of thine hath spoken opprobriously of our gods and 
our religion: and hath abused us as fools, and given out that our 
forefathers were all astray. Now, avenge us thyself of our 
adversary; or, (seeing that thou art in the same case with 
ourselves,) leave him to its that we may take our satisfaction.” 
Abu Talib spoke to them softly and assured them he would 
counsel his nephew to be more deferential. But Muhammad 
would not change his proceedings. So they went again to Abu 
Talib in great vexation; and warned him that if he would not 
restrain his nephew from his offensive conduct, they would have 
to restrain him themselves. They added thus: “and now verily we 
cannot have patience any longer with his abuse of us, our 
ancestors, and our gods. Wherefore either do thou hold him back 


from us, or thyself take part with him that the matter may be 
decided between us.” 


This is all that is recorded about the persecution of the 
Muslims in Mecca. The above is a warning but falls short of 
issuing a threat. In fact until Abu Talib was alive and even after 
his death until Muhammad stayed in Mecca no harm was inflicted 
upon him nor any of his followers suffered persecution. 


The only physical violence reported against a Muslim is the 
beating of Omar of his own sister who had embraced Islam, 
which led to his own conversion. This however cannot be called a 
real religious persecution but a family violence as Omar was an 
irritable man with an unpredictable temper who would lose his 
composure easily and resort to violence. Yet even this hadith may 
not be true because in another Hadith narrated by Omar he gives 
another tale of his conversion to Islam. 


So the question arises, if there were no persecutions against 
the Muslims, who forced them out of their homes? We know that 
many of them abandoned Mecca and emigrated first to Abyssinia 
and then to Medina. Why would they leave their homes if they 
were not in danger? 


The answer to this question can be found with Muhammad and 
what was going in his mind. It was he who asked them to leave. 
In fact he ordered them to leave making it a mandate from Allah. 
The Following verses clarify this perfectly. 


“Lo! those who believed and left their homes and strove with 
their wealth and their lives for the cause of Allah, and those who 
took them in and helped them: these are protecting friends one of 
another. And those who believed but did not leave their homes, ye 
have no duty to protect them till they leave their homes; but if 
they seek help from you in the matter of religion then it is your 
duty to help (them) except against a folk between whom and you 
there is a treaty. Allah is Seer of what ye do.” (Q.8: 72) 


These are very harsh words against his own followers who did 
not leave Mecca and stayed behind. In other part he presses 
further this point. 


“They long that ye should disbelieve even as they disbelieve, 
that ye may be upon a level (with them). So choose not friends 
from them till they forsake their homes in the way of Allah; if they 
turn back (to enmity) then take them and kill them wherever ye 
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find them, and choose no friend nor helper from among them”, 
(Q.4: 89) 

In the above verse Muhammad is ordering the believers of 
Mecca to forsake their homes and go to Medina. He goes as far as 
to instruct other Muslims to kill them if they decide to return 
home, which is consistent with the cultic nature of Islam but 
disproves the claim that Muslims were “forced” to emigrate. So 
as we can witness the exodus of the Muslims from Mecca was not 
due to any persecution by the idolaters. There was no such a 
persecution even though Muhammad exasperated the Quraish to 
their limit of forbearance with his triad of insults. The new 
converts left Mecca on the behest of Muhammad. His pressure 
tactics was so intense that he even told them that they would go to 
hell if they stayed behind and did not emigrate. 


“Lo! as for those whom the angels take (in death) while they 
wrong themselves, (the angels) will ask: In what were ye 
engaged? They will say: We were oppressed in the land. (The 
angels) will say: Was not Allah's earth spacious that ye could 
have migrated therein? As for such, their habitation will be hell, 
an evil journey's end; ’” (Q.4: 97) 


The reason for this became clear later. Muhammad planned from 
the start to separate his followers from their relatives and set them 
against each other. The immigrants had a hard time living in self- 
imposed exile, they were poor and desperate. Now it was the time 
for Muhammad to take advantage of this much anger and use it to 
achieve his goals. 


The following are some of the verses that he composed in this 
period. Here Muhammad is inciting his follower to attack Mecca 
and be violent and harsh with those who resist and fight back. But 
if they surrender, he advises his men, to stop killing them. 
Perhaps he felt necessary to reassure his men that they are not 
going to kill their own relatives in Mecca indiscriminately the 
way he killed the Jews of Bani Qurayza in Medina, a fresh 
memory in the minds of his followers. 


2:191, And slay them wherever ye catch them, and turn them 
out from where they have Turned you out; for tumult and 
oppression are worse than slaughter; but fight them not at the 
Sacred Mosque, unless they (first) fight you there; but if they fight 
you, Slay them. Such is the reward of those who suppress faith. 


192- But if they cease, Allah is Oft-forgiving, Most Merciful. 


193- And fight them on until there is no more Tumult or 
oppression and there prevail justice and faith in Allah; but if they 
cease, Let there be no hostility except to those who practise 
oppression. 


However, not all Muhammad’s followers were willing to take 
part in his wars and for them the idea of killing people for 
religion was not an attractive proposition. To them Muhammad 
had this to say: 


2:216, Fighting is prescribed for you, and ye dislike it. But it is 
possible that ye dislike a thing which is good for you 


Muhammad knew how to divide and rule. And to make sure 
his followers do not befriend his enemies he made his Allah 
reveal: 


3:28, Let not the believers Take for friends or helpers 
Unbelievers rather than believers: if any do that, in nothing will 
there be help from Allah: except by way of precaution, that ye 
may Guard yourselves from them. But Allah cautions you (To 
remember) Himself; for the final goal is to Allah. 


And thus takes shape, one of the most violent and brutal cults 
ever to appear in this planet. More lives have been lost by Islam 
than in any other human calamity. Only in India the number of 
victims exceeds 90 million. As we read the news we can see that 
the victims of Islam are still counting. 


Wissam's Message of Aug 24 


Dear Forum Visitors, 


Over the past month or so you have seen Ali and I debate the 
merits of Islamic teachings. When I first showed up to this 
debate, I thought this debate would be about the facts, and facts, 
as you know, should come from credible sources. So, at the 
bottom of all of this, is about what sources we cite to give us our 
facts and support our views. Allow me to begin my response with 
a discussion of our sources. 


Credible Sources for our Debate: 


Ali claims that every single author in the Oxford History is an 
“apologist.” Yet even he admits that he hasn’t read the book that 
he criticizes. Despite what I asked in our last debate, Ali has 
offered no evidence that every (or any) author in the Oxford 
History could be called an apologist. Another request that Ali has 
denied me is to at least define apologist for me, since I believe 
that the authors of the Oxford History are actually very objective 
as opposed to apologetic. What are the criteria for who is an 
apologist and who is not? While Ali is at it, perhaps he could tell 
me the criteria for what is biased, since I believe that most of his 
sources are biased against Islam. In any good debate, we need to 
define these recurring terms. 


The Oxford History does not have any “angle.” Rather, the 
authors simply inform the reader of the many sides of the story 
and give an overview of historical debates on any given issue. It 


is a HISTORY book, not some thesis. They talk about history as 
accurately as modern scholarship is able to determine it, and they 
include all sides, including the sides that critique Islam. But Ali 
didn’t know that since he didn’t read it. I don’t think it makes 
sense to throw out all 744 pages of it out the window just because 
he doesn’t agree with a couple of things he’s heard. At any rate, I 
don’t think any rational person would agree with his dismissing 
the ENTIRE ‘Oxford History of Islam’. That would be pretty 
silly. 


As you read this response, you will see that I have turned to 
reputable authors and books on the subject of Islam, as well as 
encyclopedias that anyone can pick up. Ali, however, choose to 
read and quote books written by Muir, or even more laughably, to 
quote articles that he wrote himself. For those of you that don’t 
know who Muir is, Muir lived in 1861 and he himself is quoting 
books written even earlier. In addition to being overwhelmingly 
biased, Muir lived so many years ago that modern scholarship has 
moved on since then in accuracy, credible sources, and the 
acknowledgement that ancient writers such as Muir were filled 
with thinly veiled bias towards Islam. To grasp his bias, look how 
he starts his 7 chapter: 


“THE BIOGRAPHY OF MAHOMET AND RISE OF ISLAM 
CHAPTER SEVENTH: The relation of Islam to Christianity 
Up to A.H. 3, little allusion to Christianity | 


At the close of the fifth chapter, it has been stated that up to 
about the tenth year of the Mission of Mahomet there is hardly any 
mention in the Coran of Christianity or the Christian Scriptures. 


In the Suras of the period reviewed in the preceding chapter, 
that is in the last three years of the Prophet's residence at Mecca, 
we begin to find detailed notices on the subject. Indeed, the 
approach then made by Mahomet to our holy Faith never 
afterwards became closer; nor did his views of it materially alter. It 


will not, therefore, be inappropriate here to review the entire 
relation of Islam to Christianity; and, in so doing, | shall not confine 
the enquiry to the Meccan period, but extend it to the whole of the 
Prophet's life”. 


Note the underlined portion: Do you see how Muir refers to 
“our holy faith?” Hmmm, I wonder if he is biased towards Islam. 
If Ali knew anything at all, then he would know that Christian 
writers have historically been biased towards Muslims for many 
centuries, going back even before the Crusades (the ultimate 
manifestation of Christian intolerance towards Muslims). 


Furthermore, the fact that Muir wrote in 1861 has direct 
bearing on this debate. First of all, at that time many Islamic texts 
were not translated into English (many translations occurred after 
1950), and thus Muir did not have access to many Islamic texts. 
He almost exclusively relied on early Christian writers for his 
sources, who themselves relied on even earlier Christian writers, 
and almost all of his sources are both secondary and translated 
(check his bibliography). Second of all, let us not forget that the 
year 1861 was BEFORE slavery ended in this country a time 
when racism and prejudice were the order of the day around most 
of the Western world at the time Muir wrote. As we know, many 
writers at the time had the superiority of White Christendom as 
their starting point. Third of all, as you can tell from even a 
casual reading of his text, Muir is clearly biased against Islam. 
Apparently none of this bothered Ali enough to pass Muir off as a 
credible source to his unsuspecting readers. Let us see what Jane 
Smith, a Christian scholar, tells us about early Christian authors 
when they wrote about Islam, to see where Muir is getting his 
information and to examine the starting point of writers like him: 


“Despite the fact that in the understanding of medieval 
Christian clergy Islam was a Christian heresy (although 
technically a heretic is one who has been baptized in the faith), in 
the popular literature of this time Muslims were clearly 


considered to be pagans. This tension between the necessity of 
seeing Islam both as “other” and at the same time of 
understanding it as a deviation from, a salacious heresy within, 
the body of Christianity itself remained throughout the Middle 
Ages. Christians enjoyed feelings of both repulsion for and 
fascination with the Prophet and his religion. Muhammad was 
almost universally thought of among Christians as a man of 
depravity, dishonor, falsehood, and illicit power. In addition, he 
was seen as a sexual libertine, demonstrated most specifically by 
the well-known facts of his own multiple marriages and the 
details of his (that is the Quran’s) description of the pleasures of 
the gardens of paradise, which was seen by the West as both 
material and carnal. Such rewards promised to the faithful were 
convincing proof to the Christians that Islam was a religion 
utterly devoid of spirituality. The ill regard with which Christians 
held the Prophet of Islam did nothing to prevent them from a 
fascination with that they deemed to be the more sordid aspects of 
his life and teachings. They saw him as having presented 
throughout his life a prime example of sensuality, violence, and 
immorality, an example that guaranteed that his followers would 
demonstrate those same _ unfortunate qualities. Christians 
opinions about the Prophet and his religion had as their starting 
point the conviction of the depravity of Muhammad, but this never 
stopped them from analyzing whatever elements of the faith were 
familiar to them and pronouncing them to be further proof of the 
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absolute inadequacy of Islam as a religion”. 


“In western eyes the other primary offense of the Prophet 
Muhammad and his followers was the advocacy of force and 
violence. This moved from the realm of simple analysis of the life 
and teachings of the founder of Islam to the actual experiences 
that Christians had, or sometimes believed they had, of Muslims 
invading their lands and profaning their churches. Such violence 
was seen as a natural outgrowth of the Saracen (Arab) terror that 


was associated with Arab lands a legacy from the warring tribes 
of the Old Testament. It was at once projected upon Islam and 
expected of it...Although in reality a great deal of reliable 
information was available about Islam and its Prophet, it was 
fashionable and served the appropriate polemical purpose to 
circulate popular tales that ranged from gross exaggeration to 
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complete and baseless fiction.’ 


So like the early Christian writers that Ali quotes, Ali himself 
has as his starting point the conviction that Mohammad was evil. 
As you can see he is putting forth his own thesis and trying to 
support it with biased writers. Or perhaps he gleaned his distorted 
views from these biased writers. It is kind of like the “Which 
came first, the Chicken or The Egg?” question. At any rate, even 
the visitors to this site must agree that we shouldn’t be quoting 
Christian writers from 1861 in our debate. 


Furthermore, that link that you gave us in your last response 
links to a Christian website that I have visited many times before 
and they have published outright lies and half-truths about our 
religion. Anyone is welcome to visit their entire site and compare 
it to any book detailing the teachings of Islam. I invite all of you 
to do this. The silly list of “contradictory claims” in the Quran 
can easily be answered by a knowledgeable 6 year old. They take 
many things out of context, but at least they are honest enough to 
include rebuttals to their claims by Muslims. I also noticed that 
you took your silly example about the mathematics of Islamic 
inheritance directly from the site, although you have not bothered 
to offer the rebuttals made to those claims, as Answering- 
Islam.com does. Where is Ali’s claim of objectivity here? Can’t 
he even offer what Muslims say in return to these claims? Or 
would their entirely rational and historical explanations put a dent 
in his efforts to promote prejudice and hate? I suggest that he stop 
pointing everyone to websites and books that spew out 
intolerance about Islam, just so he can try to back up his views. 


These writings were made to REFUTE and NOT EXPLAIN Islam’s 
teachings. They are inherently biased. 


So there you have it: I am quoting the Oxford History of Islam 
and encyclopedias and Ali is quoting writers from 1861 and 
Christian websites. Which would you rather accept as a credible 
source? 


Ali’s “interpretations” 


Besides quoting sources from the 1800’s, Ali claims to 
interpret Islam directly from the Quran and the Hadith. Yet Ali 
cannot read either one in the original Arabic. If he wishes to 
understand a particular word or phrase, he must rely on secondary 
sources, which also must be translated for him into English. 


The subject of translation must be examined in this debate, 
because it has a direct bearing on anyone’s interpretation. As 
everyone here knows, whenever something is translated from its 
original, there will be a loss of meaning and the intention of the 
original author is then subject to the “filter,” if you will, of the 
author translating the work. This is because the translator must 
use his own word choice and literary discretion when deciding 
upon what words or phrases to use. For those of you who have 
little linguistic training, this is a big problem. For example, there 
are different shades of meaning between the two words ‘ugly’ and 
‘hideous’. Although both mean unattractive, there is an emphasis 
and power to the word “hideous’ that is not necessarily present in 
the word “ugly.” If I say, “That color is ugly,” that is slightly 
different from saying, “that color is hideous.” When I translate 
something, I am using my own judgment when deciding which of 
these words to use. When it comes to cases in the Quran, every 
scholar agrees that it is best to examine the words in their original 
Arabic. Ali is unable to do this. 


Also, time plays a big part in it. It is even harder to translate 
something that was written centuries ago into a more modern, and 


totally alien language, as in the example of translating Classical 
Arabic into Modern American English. The loss of meaning can 
only increase. If any of you speak another language, you can see 
how difficult it is to translate even one word into English— 
usually you would have to offer many words in order to give the 
subtleties of meaning that the foreign word represents. The fact 
that you are translating an ancient word into modern language can 
only represent more problematic issues, and thus limit critical 
interpretation. 


Translation also cannot capture the beauty and essence of the 
art of language. For example, can an Arabic reader really 
appreciate the beauty of Shakespeare’s word choice, sentence 
structure (especially in 10 syllable line sonnets), or double 
meanings and puns in his writings, if they were translated? Of 
course not. Similarly, can an English speaker really appreciate the 
different shades of meaning, both connotative and denotative, in 
the Quran or hadith? Of course not. Translation clearly has its 
limitations. 


This topic is important to our debate, because Ali cannot speak 
Arabic and relies on the English translations of the Quran and 
Hadith. This takes a higher importance because he focuses on 
certain words that have different shades of meaning in Arabic, but 
that are invisible in the English translation. This could be the 
reason why he chooses to think that Muhammad thought the earth 
was flat and other misinterpretations on his website. No sane 
interpreter of the Quran would (or has) ever accused the Prophet 
Muhammad of thinking this. The sheer absurdity of this claim 
being passed off as “rational thinking” should be a big red flag to 
all of you that Ali is misinterpreting the words of the Quran and 
hadith. 


Another example is how Ali quoted the Azhar scholar, which 
was in English, and not Arabic, the language of his original 
remarks. This is important, since words like Jihad get translated 


into “holy war,” often in the English language, when in fact as 
you know (or should know), Jihad means “struggling or striving 
against evil.” When Jihad is literally translated as “holy war,” the 
part of the meaning that emphasizes the internal struggle between 
good and evil is lost, because of the negative and limited 
connotation of the phrase “holy war.” What Ali fails to point out 
is that the Quran has a different word altogether for war. But I 
will assume he didn’t know that—which just shows how not 
knowing the original Arabic, and relying on secondary English 
sources, can affect people’s ideas and views, and represents a 
limitation to Ali’s ability to focus on language in this debate. In 
other words, because he are relying on English translations, he is 
effectively a slave to someone else’s word choice and perceived 
meanings—he cannot decide for himself, or accurately interpret, 
words in the Quran. Ali claims that he “goes straight to the 
source” for his interpretations, but in fact he is not going to the 
ORIGINAL source. Ali is merely relying on other people’s 
interpretations, which could be biased, as we have proved in the 
case of Ali quoting Muir. He is not an expert on the Quran, 
because he has never read the original Quran. That is like saying 
that there is an Arabic speaking expert on Shakespeare, when he 
has never read Shakespeare in the original English. 


That is why your buddies who claimed to write a Sura in the 
“style” of the Quran failed. They did not write it in Arabic. That 
is like saying I can write better than Shakespeare and then I write 
something in Polish. That is absurd. Show me those imposters 
writing the verses in Arabic, and I would be happy to refer it to 
ANY professor of the Arabic language for his opinion on whether 
those fake verses can match up to the Quran. I will leave this as 
an open challenge, because you will never find an expert in the 
Arabic language agree that those so called verses in the style of 
the Quran would ever be more beautiful than the real thing. 


Yet another reason that Ali must leave his original sources is 
that he has proven that he cannot interpret them in the accepted 
manner that they should be interpreted, which is progressively 
and with a purpose. He interprets the hadiths and bits of the 
Quran for the sole purpose to show that we are barbaric or 
backwards. The interpretation of the hadith is the opposite— 
Muslims are to read them with an eye towards finding solutions 
to a particular problem. In addition to deleting parts of the hadith, 
or not including the verses before and after the verse he quotes in 
the Quran in order to put their meaning within some meaningful 
context, Ali twists their meanings to suit his already preconceived 
notions. In other words, everything he reads in the Quran and 
Hadith, he cites to prove his already preconceived ideas that 
Islam is evil or backward. And you know what, just for arguments 
sake let’s just say that that is fine—but his undoing lies in the 
fact that he recognizes absolutely NO GOOD in Islam, and 
that is where the vast majority of people just won’t agree with 
him. Even if we were 50% evil, that means we are 50% good— 
but he doesn’t point out ANY of the good, does he? That’s why 
he is biased, and that’s why his credibility is shot. 


As for the accuracy of the Quran, Bernard Lewis, the eminent 
historian, claims that “there is no argument about the accuracy 
and authenticity of the Canon.” Good luck trying to say that 
Lewis is an apologist. Ali, I suggest you don’t even bother, since 
I have even seen some of your forum visitors speak of him with 
admiration. 


But let’s look at a prime example of the absurd logic behind 
Ali’s claims: “Jf everyone agreed that Quran contains no 
mistakes, everyone would be a Muslim by now” 


For all you law school students, read that sentence over. What 
is Ali assuming when he makes that statement? Ali, has it ever 
occurred to you that not “everyone” has read the Quran? Or if 
they have, it might not necessarily be in the original language, so 


they can comprehend its full meaning and beauty? Or that the 
great majority of people that do read the Quran respect it at the 
very least? 


The Quran was written in a revolutionary mix of outstanding 
mix of poetry and prose, and literally introduced a new style of 
writing to the pagan Arabs, who already excelled in writing 
poetry and prose. The Quran did not resemble in any way the 
style of the period. Just hearing the Quran’s elegance of language, 
superb structure of its words and sentences, in its style of 
narration, in the extraordinary beginning and ending of its verses, 
in its flow of thought, in the introduction of parables and 
description of events, in the forms of its admonitions and warning 
and in the matter of its reasoning and arguments, it is a book 
unparalleled in the whole range of human history. Arab Christians 
also acknowledge it as the supreme example of the Arabic 
language. It is a truly original book, and it was revealed by an 
illiterate man. This is its miracle: No illiterate man can have such 
a grasp on language that he could write something like the Quran. 
That is like a man born deaf and becoming a master pianist; or 
someone who never saw a painting and picking up a brush to 
paint an original and timeless masterpiece. Although some claim 
that the Prophet Muhammad got his ideas from the Bible, it 
doesn’t resemble the Bible at all in content or writing style. 
People that have read both the Bible and the Quran realize that 
there are barely any similarities. 


Ali, however, can never know that, because he cannot read the 
Quran in its original language. He relies on faulty English 
translations, and he skews the meanings in English, not even in 
Arabic. Anyone will tell you that if you have read the Quran in 
English, you have not really read the Quran. If you read 
Shakespeare in Arabic, could you really appreciate the beauty of 
his composition and word choice? Of course not. Therefore, you 
cannot appreciate the beauty of the Quran if you have not read it 


in Arabic. You cannot understand the true depth and width of the 
meaning of its words when they are translated into English. 


As for your claim that most people don’t read or rely on the 
hadith, I do not believe that “many” Muslims choose not to 
believe in the words of the hadith. I think that many Muslims find 
guidance in the hadith. Although some stories deal with issues 
that are not found in the modern Western world anymore, please 
remember that most of the world has not kept pace with the US 
and Europe. Rural areas of Russia, China, and Afghanistan still 
live the lifestyle they’ve lived for countless centuries. Therefore, 
although parts of the hadith might not seem relevant to us, with 
our Mercedes Benzes and Laptop computers, they might seem 
very relevant to farmers and fisherman in parts of the world that 
are barely remembered by us and have their own mode of living, 
which actually might not be too different from 7” century Arabia. 
The point is that in each hadith, we must not dwell exclusively on 
the situation per se, but we must also search for the deeper 
meaning behind each situation. What is the meaning or moral of 
the story? How can we apply these principles by analogy to the 
present situation? This is how Muslims are taught to approach the 
teachings in the hadith. 


At any rate, there are often divergent views within the Islamic 
community about the meanings of certain hadiths, so when you 
say “Islam says this,” or “Islam says that,” you are not being 
completely honest. Muslims are not necessarily monolithic on 
every single one of our views. Islam strikes a balance between 
what can be argued about and what can’t. On some issues, there is 
room for disagreement as long as one can support his views 
accurately. On many other issues, there can be no disagreement 
because the Quran and/or Hadith make things so plain to 
understand. The closest thing that I can think of that can describe 
the interplay between the debatable and the un-debatable in Islam 
is the interplay between the U.S Constitution and congressional 


legislation. The former is for the most part, unchangeable, the 
latter is in a constant state of flux in order to adapt to society’s 
needs. Islamic Law and scholarship is very much like this—it 
chooses to seek a balance between the timeless laws of God as 
found in the Quran and Hadith, and the adaptive laws formulated 
by man for human growth and progression. Islamic law—barring 
the extreme interpretations which I am sure you will bring up-- 
has often times been described as tremendously pragmatic by 
many scholars. 


Before I move on to the subject of rape and captives in Islam, 
let me just take a moment to cut and paste the definition of 
“belief”? once again, in order to rebut your attempted stipulation 
on a limited scope of its definition. Belief is a broad word, Ali. 
You cannot just take a piece of it and claim that it covers our 
entire debate. You say that in order to believe something, then 
you cannot have real evidence of it. The dictionary says: 


Belief (from Dictionary.com) 


The mental act, condition, or habit of placing trust or 
confidence in another. 


Mental acceptance of and conviction in the truth, actuality, or 
validity of something. 


Something believed or accepted as true, especially a 
particular tenet or a body of tenets accepted by a group of 
persons. 


Rape and captives in Islam: 


To all of you reading this today, let me state this clearly: it is 
absolutely, utterly, and totally ridiculous, preposterous, and 
absurd to think that Muslims can lawfully force themselves on a 
woman in a sexual manner. That claim is just so unbelievable, I 
am actually having a hard time accepting that I am writing about 
this. No Muslim can force himself on a woman. Period. That is 
well known. So no matter what you say or how you spin it, 


Muslims cannot rape women, whether they are captives or not, 
and we abhor it more than anyone else. If you, or anyone reading 
this “debate” thinks that we are “allowed” to rape women 
captives, just stop reading this response and read a book about 
Islam first. 


In order to support my point, let us look at what John Renard, 
who holds a Ph D in Islamic Studies from Harvard University and 
is a practicing Catholic, says about the stringent requirements to 
Jihad: 


“no action can be justified as authentic jihad if any of the 
following conditions obtain: the killing of non-combatants, 
prisoners of war, or diplomatic personnel; use of poisonous 
weapons (beginning with poison tipped arrows and swords, for 
example) or inhuman means to kill; atrocities in conquered lands, 
including the mutilation of persons and animals, and wanton 
despoliation of natural resources; and the sexual abuse of captive 
women. All of that, however, has not prevented horrors from 
being perpetrated in the very name of Islam, to the great sorrow 
of many millions of Muslims. Nothing can excuse those who 
engage in such atrocities, whatever their express motivation, 
whatever their avowed religious affiliation”. (page 146, “J0O/ 
Questions and Answers on Islam”, Renard) 


So you see, Ali, Islam teaches that we are not allowed to 
sexually abuse any captives obtained during a jihad. That said, let 
us check out one more quote from the Encyclopedia of World 
History, under the entry ‘Slave Trade (Arab)’: 


“The Arab Slave Trade was a much older institution that that 
of the European-run trade, but was organized in a _ less 
regimented way. Slaves were primarily acquired through military 
conquest and by purchase in regions of Africa, East and South 
Europe, and Central Asia. Unlike the slaves that were taken to 
the European colonies, slaves in the Arab-run trade, due mainly 


to laws passed by Muhammad, were given certain rights that 
were intended to ensure they received humane treatment. Many 
received vocational and religious training as well as, in the case 
of the Mamluks, military training. Many enslaved women on 
becoming concubines were legally entitled to the same rights as 
non-slave wives.” 


So as you can see, Ali, there is, in effect, no such thing as sex- 
slaves or concubines in Islam. If someone chose to have sex with 
their slave, the slave first had to consent (as Islam teaches) and 
many slaves did, since it would ensure their extensive rights as 
wives under Islam, which includes, amongst other things, the end 
of their slavery; guaranteed property rights; their rights to 
inheritance; their children would be free, etc... All of which were 
not guaranteed to any other slaves outside Islamic Law, especially 
not slaves in the Americas. As Ronald Segal, the author of 
‘Islam’s Black Slaves,” pointed out, one of the huge differences 
between the two different slave trades (Arab and European) was 
that according to Islam, slaves were to be treated as people and 
not as possessions or property. 


As a side note, does everyone here see how easy it is for me to 
support my views? I literally open up the Encyclopedia to support 
my points. I have never seen Ali support any of his points with 
the Encyclopedia—especially not his very questionable definition 
of schizophrenia. Instead, he chooses to quote Muir, Christian 
websites, or his own articles, or maliciously misinterpret the 
Quran and Hadith. This should be a wakeup call that Ali are an 
extremist—no reputable publications (or books written in the 20 
century) support your views. That is why you must turn to the 
hadith and Quran and twist their meanings, and even then, no 
scholar would agree with your interprations. Whenever Ali finds 
a scholar that does not agree with him, he calls them an apologist 
and dismisses their views. He would rather read biased authors 
like Muir or come up with his own creative interpretations than 


listen to what the Encyclopedia has to say. But perhaps every 
encyclopedia is apologistic too? 


Miracles 


Miracles are present in every religion. What is a miracle? A 
miracle is an event that is meant to defy scientific or rational 
explanation. What is the purpose of a miracle? When the prophets 
came to warn their people of the power of God, many of them 
(and you have to remember that since these people couldn’t read, 
they were incredibly ignorant and couldn’t use their still 
undeveloped reasoning to apprehend God’s existence) demanded 
to see God, or to at least see proof of God. There is no scientific 
explanation to claims of miracles precisely because there 
SHOULDN’T be. It must defy reason in order for people to believe 
and accept the presence of God. One example is how the Prophet 
Muhammad miraculously escaped an attempt on his life by 12 
assassins who staked out his house. When they finally walked in 
his house to kill him, they could not find him, causing an 
enormous uproar and widespread confusion in Mecca. In 
actuality, Allah allowed his Messenger to walk right by them. His 
disappearance from the sight of these assassins is_ well 
documented. Another more obvious example is that Moses split 
the Red Sea and freed the Hebrew slaves. This HAD to happen, 
since, logically speaking, the Egyptians would not just let their 
slaves walk off one day, and settle 300 miles eastward without the 
slaves’ total decimation and/or recapture. That’s like the slaves in 
the pre-civil war South suddenly getting very organized one day 
and walking off to live just over the border in Mexico without 
harassment. I don’t think our government at the time, which was 
so dependent on those slaves, would allow that to happen. And if 
you think the US response in a situation like that would be bad, 
then what would the Egyptian Pharaoh do in a situation like that? 
The simple fact that the Jews even exist today has to do with their 
freedom from the Pharaoh so many centuries ago. If you accept 


these miracles—like all Christians, Muslims, and Jews do---then 
you are forced to believe in the very power behind these miracles, 
which is God. If you believe in God, then you believe that 
splitting the moon or raising the dead would be quite easy to do 
for an infinite super-being to do. If you do not believe it—and I 
know you don’t—no matter, because over half the world does, 
and has for countless centuries. So if you do not believe in God’s 
ability to split the moon, then you believe in no miracles at all, 
and if you believe in no miracles at all, then perhaps you can 
logically explain to me how the Jews just walked away from 
Egypt one day. 


The Spirit World, the Jinn, and the Unseen 


If you believe in any religion, you believe in the unseen. Many 
people believe in the supernatural or the spirit world. Although in 
our highly science-oriented society we are taught not to believe in 
such things, it doesn’t surprise us that many people do anyway 
and more people are turning to religion and new age spirituality 
movements. Generally, we glean our knowledge of the 
supernatural from first and second hand accounts of the 
paranormal. Although many stories of the paranormal are without 
credence, there are many accounts that do have credibility, and 
that defy scientific explanation. Some of these people who claim 
they have had run ins with the paranormal are normal, ordinary 
soccer moms who have no apparent reason to make things up, and 
who would rather not have the media attention (most of it 
negative) that might come with coming forward. Many of them 
ask no money for their story. 


One interesting story would be the “Amityville Horror,” 
where a family bought their dream house in Amityville, Long 
Island, only to find supernatural occurrences happening everyday. 
Records show that the house was built over an ancient Indian 
burial ground. Centuries later, circa 16-1700, witches were 
known to have conducted satanic ceremonies in the cemetery. 


The previous tenants of the Amityville mansion were a family of 
8. A member of the family claimed to hear voices ordering him to 
kill the rest of the family, and he promptly took a shotgun and 
killed them all in their beds. No shotgun blasts were heard by the 
neighbors, or the other family members, who remained sleeping 
in their beds until they were killed one by one. At any rate, the 
new family that bought the house after the murders, left the house 
after being attacked by unseen forces less than 28 days after 
moving into the 7 bedroom mansion. They asked no money for 
their story, and refused to ever return to the house that they still 
continued to own. There are many more details that I have not 
included, but that are quite interesting, and verified by 
independent sources. I suggest you all read about this story and 
make up your own minds. It is a prime and well-documented case 
of the supernatural. 


Other people who have claimed to have contact with the spirit 
world are no less than professional modern day witches (wicca), 
magicians (such as the Order of the Golden Dawn), and Shamans 
(Voodoo and indigenous priests) who actively seek ways in which 
to communicate with a world which they very much believe 
exists. Major civilizations, such as the Mayans, Egyptians, and 
Aztecs have built their entire existence around belief in the 
supernatural. Even cavemen, who did not need the belief in the 
supernatural to survive their harsh conditions, have left evidence 
of elaborate religious rituals. Many people around the world 
believe that Voodoo magic exists in parts of Haiti, Cuba, and the 
surrounding islands—and many of them claim to have seen the 
supernatural happen in front of them (To read an excellent and 
reasoned survey of Voodoo practices, read “Voodoo in Haiti,” by 
Alfred Matraux.) 


Ali, Jinns exist, although I make no pretense of knowing their 
lives and habits. If you are looking for your scientific proof of 
jinn and/or exorcism, then know that reputable TV shows such as 


Oprah, Diane Sawyer, and Barbara Walters have featured 
exorcists on their shows. The New York Times, Los Angeles 
Times, Time, and other publications have charted the 
proliferation of exorcisms across the United States. The ABC 
news show ‘20/20’ filmed an exorcism several years ago. John 
Stossel, the intrepid TV journalist and well-known skeptic, 
claimed himself a believer after witnessing the exorcism. He just 
didn’t understand how a 12 year old girl could speak ancient 
Latin and Hebrew, and have such incredible strength. I suggest 
you read a book called American Exorcism by Michael W. 
Cuneo. Just so you don’t think he is some quack, let me tell you a 
little about him. Michael W. Cuneo teaches sociology and 
anthropology at Fordham University in New York City. His 
previous books include the highly praised The Smoke of Satan, 
and his research has been featured in such publications as The 
New York Times and Los Angeles Times. 


But interestingly enough, I find that you ‘believe’ in souls. 
Tell me Ali, what is your direct, scientific evidence that we have 
souls? What does they look like? Where are your scientific 
journals proving that we have souls? Why should I ‘believe’ in 
something that clearly defies science? You cannot PROVE that 
we have souls, so you are engaging in blind faith, aren’t you Ali? 
If you believe we have souls that are unseen, what do you 
suppose is the source of our souls? The Big Bang? Are you telling 
me that souls are made of physical elements? Are souls solid, 
liquid, or gas? Ali, if you believe in souls, then don’t make fun of 
people who believe in the spirit world of Jinn, especially since 
your beliefs are based on your own conjecture and mine are based 
on a reputable holy book. Show me an “aura,” such as the one 
you believe in, and I'll show you a Jinn. 


Magic and the spirit world aside, to believe in the unseen is 
not necessarily the same as having blind faith. The difference lies 
in the source of the teaching-whether that source is credible or 


not. For example, I would not consider it blind faith to listen to 
the exact words of Jesus as found in the Bible. I would consider it 
blind faith to believe in some of the rituals or theological 
teachings as found in the Roman Catholic Church, however, 
without questioning them as to their origin and _ validity. 
Similarly, I would not doubt the words of the Prophet 
Muhammad, because he was known to be honest (named AI- 
Amin, “The Truthful,’ by people in Mecca even before his 
Prophethood) by a great many people, especially the ones around 
him, who knew him best. Furthermore, the very fact that the 
Prophet instructs us to learn as much as we can from as many 
sources as possible, as well as the Quranic command to think and 
use our reasoning to apprehend God’s purpose in creation, shows 
me that the God encourages thinking. Logic and _ reason, 
according to Islam, is there for you to understand God’s creation. 
The entire field of theology is nothing more than applying reason 
and human logic to religious concepts. We are not allowed to 
believe in anything unless we question its purpose and validity. 
Islam came to eradicate superstitions, such as the practices of 
drinking the blood of your enemies in order to make you a better 
warrior. That would be ridiculous to a Muslim. We are taught to 
question everything, and even if we cannot find the right answers, 
it is the sincerity of the search that will ultimately matter to God. 


Nevertheless, it is also that Muslims (especially converts) have 
questioned these things and found satisfactory answers. Converts 
to Islam have already questioned the legitimacy of the Prophet 
and his teachings. They have found that the answers—found in 
reputable books and encyclopedias—have erased their skepticism. 
The many teachings of Islam have provided them with answers to 
their life questions. Islam, in fact, claims to have all the answers, 
and for every single Muslim, it does, and has for over 15 
centuries and countless nations. I find it hard to believe that the 
Quran, which demands that humanity use its logic and reason, 


would approve of blind faith. Islam is not afraid of its adherents 
thinking on their own. If anything, it encourages it, because it 
knows that the ultimate source of truth, and the final destination 
of your contemplative journey, will be God, the source of all 
knowledge. 


Although you might not respect our beliefs, the simple fact 
that the idea of Islam has transcended both geography and time, 
both the minds of individuals and the minds of entire empires, 
proves that it is a legitimate source of guidance. No one will 
agree with you if you say that Islam has not helped to cultivate 
the very idea of what a civilization should be. There have just 
been too many contributions to the fields of art, science, law, 
government, religion, philosophy—the list goes on and on. Many 
of these advancements were made by people who you, ironically, 
consider idiotic for the simple fact that they believe in God and/or 
Islam. They, in turn, would think you are idiotic for not believing 
in a creator of what you see around you. To them--and to all 
Muslims--history, the existence of the prophets, and everything 
around you is proof that we must believe in God, and this is a 
reason why we don’t approve of blind faith—we have the proof 
of our creator right in front of us. Our minds are there to 
apprehend the objects and events around and inside of us as 
further proof of an intelligent creation. The Prophet Muhammad - 
whether you think he was right or wrong - was a sincere believer 
in the infinite super-being we call God, as can be seen through 
just about any book on the subject. In his conflicts he was never 
guided by lust for treasure or land. He was always guided by his 
devotion to God. He is a successful role model for both men AND 
women for countless centuries and for countless nations. 


The claim that the Prophet was insane 


In Ali’s response, he claims that the Prophet was a 
schizophrenic. First of all, what is his definition of schizo- 
phrenia? Ali, are you making all of this up? A schizophrenic is 


not someone torn between good and evil as you say. A 
schizophrenic is usually (broadly) understood to be a person in 
psychosis, that hallucinates and hears voices to the point of 
literally being unable to continue his or her life. Ali, where did 
you get that definition of schizophrenia? What on earth would 
possess you to make definitions up for words like that? Readers, 
just by examining Ali’s definition of schizophrenia, it is 
abundantly clear that he is making things up out of thin air in 
order to do anything to discredit the Prophet. 


So, you might counter, didn’t the Prophet see and hear things? 
Yes, but these would not be considered hallucinations because 
they were not indicative of any psychosis. This man signed 
treaties and was a fully functioning human being, Ali. By all 
accounts he was a great general and even greater diplomat. His 
closest companions certainly did not accuse of him of being some 
out-of-control maniac that heard and saw random things. Look at 
the case of Umar ibn Al-Khattab, a person who initially opposed 
Islam (and, incidentally, once said all the same things then that 
you say on your website about the Prophet now) but after meeting 
him and listening to him, he converted and became one of the 
most devoted Muslims in history and became the second Caliph. 
Was Umar insane to listen to whom you call a schizophrenic? No 
scholar would ever accuse Umar or any other Caliph of being 
insane, so tell me Ali, how could Muhammad have such a 
following if he was irrational and hallucinatory, like all 
schizophrenics are? The Prophet Muhammad was a predictable 
man: he valued truth, justice, and other virtues of God, not unlike 
what Jesus taught. Schizophrenics, on the other hand, are not 
even close to being predictable. I think that you are the crazy one, 
if you read about Muhammad’s life, and accuse him of being a 
schizophrenic. 


Second of all, as I have proven to the world, you are using 
Christian biased writers to support your claims of the Prophet’s 


insanity, which are clearly what you use to support your 
propaganda against the prophet. As Jane Smith clearly states, 
these sources all thought that Muhammad was lustful and violent 
and crazy, just like you do. She also points out that these views 
“ranged from gross exaggeration to complete and baseless 
fiction.” It is no wonder that Ali uses these biased authors to 
support your views. Doesn’t the Ku Klux Klan use snippets of the 
Bible in order to support their hatred? That sounds a lot like the 
approach Ali’s website uses—to use snippets of the Quran and 
Hadith to support his racist and hateful propaganda. 


Furthermore, If he was insane then how did he govern the 
entire city of Medina so well (or even at all?). How could an 
insane person have such aptitude for military strategy? How 
could an insane person negotiate contracts and treaties? How 
could an insane person be a successful businessman for so long? 
What about the people of Medina that asked him to negotiate a 
settlement between the warring tribes of the city? If he was 
insane, then why did they abide by his decisions? If you think 
they didn’t know he was insane until later on, then why did they 
continue to listen to him and look at him as the paradigm of 
human behavior? Why did the converts keep coming to an 
“insane” man? 


Ali, why did some people (some of the unbelievers and 
pagans) believe he was insane when other people thought he was 
perfectly sane? If he was indeed insane as you describe, then all 
people must have acknowledged it. Schizophrenics do not act 
insane around just a few select people, Ali. They are crazy around 
everyone. Furthermore, when the unbelievers realized that he was 
NOT insane, they changed their excuse for disbelieving his 
message into “Muhammad is possessed.” They later moved on to 
other excuses—no matter, though, since they were looking for 
any excuse not to listen to him, so that they could continue living 
their very backward lifestyles. Like you, they did anything they 


could to discredit the Prophet. It is interesting to note that the 
arguments that attempt to discredit the Prophet have not changed 
for countless centuries. The things you say in this debate were 
said by the pagan Meccan enemies of the Prophet Muhammad 15 
centuries ago. They thought he was insane because he tried to 
reform the lifestyles of his countrymen. History now tells us that 
he reformed their society for the better. 


Michael H. Hart, the noted historian, ranks Muhammad as the 
number ONE most influential person in history (“The 100, A 
Ranking of the Most Influential Persons in History”’). Ali, Hart 1s 
definitely NOT an apologist and I invite you to read his analysis of 
Muhammad’s life and impact to see that for yourself. The number 
one most influential person in history is not bad for someone you 
claim to be schizophrenic, huh? 


For a Prophet to be called insane is nothing new: John the 
Baptist was called the same thing. Jesus was ridiculed for 
bringing his message of devotion to God as well. Just to show 
you the hypocrisy of the unbelievers, Jesus was convicted in a 
Hebrew Religious court for blasphemy. Think about that: Jesus 
was convicted of blasphemy. Doesn’t that sounds absurd? But 
that is how far the unbelievers went to discredit the messengers of 
God. Why would anyone do that? Often—and the Prophet 
Muhammad’s case mirrors the case of Jesus—The message that 
the new prophet brought would mean and end to the status quo, of 
which just too many people were profiting out of. Quite simply, 
the religious establishment did not want to accept either the 
Prophet Muhammad’s message or the Prophet Jesus’ message 
because that would mean an end to their monopoly on religious 
control and it would mean a big hit on their religious donations 
and money. The Prophets Mohammad and Jesus were simply too 
revolutionary. Their message had to be stopped in every 
conceivable way—from attempts on their life to propaganda 


against them and their message. What you say about the Prophet 
Muhammad was said about every Prophet before him. 


As far as your claims that the Prophet was some kind of sex 
maniac, let us see what noted British author Geoffrey Parrinder 
wrote in his book “Mysticim in the World’s Religions” (Oxford 
University Press, New York, page 121): 


“No great religious leader has been so maligned as 
Muhammad. Attacked in the past as a heretic, an imposter, or a 
sensualist, it is still possible to find him referred to as “the false 
prophet.” A modern German writer accuses Muhammad of 
sensuality, surrounding himself with young women. This man was 
not married until he was twenty-five years of age, then he and his 
wife lived in happiness and fidelity for twenty-four years, until 
her death when was forty-nine. Only between the age of fifty and 
his death at sixty-two did Muhammad take other wives, only one 
of whom was a virgin, and most of them were taken for dynastic 
and political reasons. Certainly, the Prophet’s record was better 
than that head of the Church of England, Henry VIII.” 


We must also remember that: 


1.Semitic culture and Arab practice permitted polygamy. It 
was practiced by Jews in Arabia as well. Islam demanded that 
polygamy be limited, if not eliminated altogether, and eliminated 
abusive marriages. 


2.During the prime of his life, the Prophet Muhammad 
remained dedicated to one woman, Khadija. 


3.It was only after Khadija’s death that he took other wives. 


4.Muhammad’s use of the special dispensation from God to 
exceed the limit of four wives imposed by the Quran, occurred 
only after the death of Khadija. 


5.Most of the eleven marriages had political and social 
motives. Many were to cement alliances. Others were marriages 


to the widows of his companions who had fallen in combat and 
were in need of protection, both physical and financial, because 
remarriage was difficult in a society that valued virgin marriages. 


6. Aisha was the only virgin that Muhammad married and the 
wife with whom he had the closest relationship. Contary to your 
claims that he was molesting her, she never showed any signs of 
being abused as a child, and she went on to enjoy the highest 
respect from the entire Muslim community, and became one of 
Islam’s greatest theologians. She had nothing but respect for the 
Prophet and by all accounts, she was a well adjusted, normal 
individual, unlike many of those who were sexually abused at a 
young age. They consummated their marriage many years after 
the Prophet initially asked for her hand in marriage. 


7.Muhammad’s teachings and actions, as well as the Quranic 
message, improved the status of all women—wives, daughters, 
mothers, widows, and orphans. There are many stories about the 
Prophet’s concern and care for his wives. 


Muslims and lying 


All God-fearing people hate deception. Since you decide to 
quote Al-Ghazali (out of context, I am sure), I’ll do you one 
better and just quote right out of the hadith: 


It is reported on the authority of Asma bint Yazid (Allah be 
pleased with her) that the Messenger of Allah (Peace and Blessings 
of Allah be upon him) said: Falsehood is unlawful except in three 
(matters): falsehood of a man to his wife to please her, falsehood in 
war, falsehood in restoring peace among men. (Tirmidhi) 


Clearly, the Quran despises deceit: 


“O you who believe! Be careful in your duty to Allah and be 
with the truthful.” (9:19) 


“Stand fast to truth and justice for Allah’s sake, though it may 
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be against yourselves or your parents or your near relatives”. 
(4:135) 


So as you can see, Ali, Islam despises deceit and falsehood. In 
the case of the special circumstances that the Prophet made 
mention of, frankly, I agree with everyone one of them. If it is 
absolutely necessary to lie to your wife so you don’t hurt her 
feelings and to preserve the integrity of the family at large, then it 
is permissible, though I would not say encouraged. That is meant 
as a last resort. This is good news for men everywhere, who use 
this policy anyway, out of common sense. Second, lying and 
deception when on the battlefield is almost a necessity so one can 
gain a strategic advantage. All governments, including our own, 
launch “disinformation” campaigns to preserve their strategic 
advantage. It is often a matter of life and death, or as we say now, 
‘national security.’ Lastly, if you must engage in a lie in order to 
bring peace amongst 2 groups of people, then it is permitted since 
that is considered to be a noble end. That does not mean that 
everything should be a lie—of course lying should be minimized 
as much as possible when dealing with these exceptions. But for 
example, if two groups of people are fighting and hate each other, 
and I went to one of the groups and said, “The other group told 
me that despite your hatred, they respect and admire many things 
about you,” and I did the same to the other group, then that would 
be good, since it would help to build some badly needed bridges. 
I can only see positivity coming out of something like that. So the 
lying we are talking about is not in the traditional sense of 
squirming out of something, or making up stories to obtain some 
worldly end. It is used for reasons that are practical and worthy 
and not damaging in any way, such as maintaining the emotional 
balance of your wife (which would have a direct impact on the 
entire family), maintaining peace between people, and 
maintaining your advantage during times of war. Conveniently 
enough, another example is you. Ali, since you did not mention 
this hadith about lying and these very important verses from the 
Quran that insist on truthfulness in all matters. Not giving the 


whole truth in this situation is definitely considered lying, but we 
all know that you mix in some lies with what you say on your 
website, so this is nothing new. 


The Prophet and the Jews: 


Contrary to what you say on your website that the Prophet set 
about massacring Jews, I will expose yet another of your lies and 
propaganda by quoting directly out of the “Encyclopedia Judaica’ 
and see what they have to say when we look up the entry 
“Muhammad.” As you read, note the option for settlement 
offered to the Jewish tribes in each conflict. This differed 
tremendously from other Arab leaders and tribes who would 
NEVER offer any kind of settlement option. Other tribes simply 
set about massacring all inhabitants: 


The Jewish Tribes: 


“In April 624 a scuffle in the market between Muslims and 
Jews of the Qaynugqa tribe resulted in the deaths of one from each 
group. The Aynugqa, who were traders and goldsmiths of Medina, 
retired to their strongholds where they were besieged. They 
surrendered to Muhammad after 15 days, and were given three 
days to leave the city, without their arms and probably without 
their goldsmiths’ tools as well. They stopped at a nearby Jewish 
community and a month later moved on to Syria. 


“In August 625, when morale among the Muslims was low 
after an unsuccessful battle with the Meccans, Muhammad visited 
the Jewish tribe of Nadir and demanded financial aid. They told 
him to wait while they prepared a meal. Several moments later 
Muhammad went home, explaining to his companions that he 
received a warning from God that the Jews were planning to 
attack him while he sat there. He immediately sent an ultimatum 
to the Nadir, demanding that if they did not leave Medina within 
ten days they would be put to death. If they left, however, they 
would continue to own their palm gorves and receive part of the 


produce. The Nadir held out for 15 days before surrendering to 
Muhammad. Thus, they had to abandon their weapons and were 
not entitled to their date harvest. The tribe proceeded to Khaybar, 
70 miles to the north. When the Meccans unsuccessfully besieged 
the Medina, the Qurayza, the last major clan of Jews in medina, 
were neutral but engaged in clandestine negotiations with the 
Meccans [against Muhammad]. After the Meccans departed, 
Muhammad turned his forces against the strongholds of the 
Qurayza. After 25 days they asked to surrender on the same terms 
as the Nadir. However, Muhammad demanded an unconditional 
surrender, which they accepted. Some of the tribe of Aws allied 
with the Qurayza appealed on their behalf. Muhammad met their 
request by appointing as judge Sa’d ibn Mu’adh, a leader of the 
Aws. Sa’d [NOT MUHAMMAD] decreed that all the men of the 
Qurayza (about 600) should be put to death, and the women and 
children sold as slaves. The sentence was carried out the next 
day. This severe action cannot be interpreted as an attack against 
Jews as such, since other minor Jewish clans which had 
maintained neutrality were allowed to remain in Medina 
unmolested. The deep and underlying reason for Muhammad’s 
attacks on the Qaynuga and the Nadir lay in their criticism of the 
Koranic revelation which aimed at undermining the ideological 
foundation of the entire Islamic political order. They were also 
giving political support to Muhammad’s opponents. As long as 
the Jews refrained from such hostile activities, they were 
unmolested. 


“The Jews last base of opposition to Muhammad was 
Khaybar, where they actively conspired with neighboring Arabs 
to confront Muhammad in battle. In May/June 628, Muhammad 
conquered the oasis. The settlement with the Jews stipulated that 
they would continue to live there, but pay a tax on half of their 
produce. This was a new principle regarding the status of 


minorities in Muslim territories although it was applied with less 
stringent conditions on other occasions. 


“In January 630, Muhammad set out for Mecca with 10, 000 
men. The city submitted without resistance, except for a skirmish 
between a few men. Muhammad gave a general amnesty and 
forbade pillage...” 


So as you can see, our Prophet Muhammad did not carry out 
mass executions as you claim. I don’t even know where you got 
your information, but I got all of the above straight out the 
source—the 16 volume Encyclopedia Judaica. But since you 
don’t agree with what they say, I suppose that you will call them 
apologists, too. 


Converts 


Briefly, I would just like to say that a typical method of 
promoting hatred is to take the most infamous examples of a 
culture or people and promote them as indicative of everyone. 
When you bring up names like Jose Padilla (who, by the way, 
was never charged with a crime, and there is no evidence that he 
actually had the means of detonating a “dirty bomb,”), you are 
painting all of us as terrorists. If you wish to bring up an example 
of what a Muslims should be like, why don’t you mention the first 
four Caliphs, who were companions of the Prophet? The Prophet 
himself was a role model to both men and women from all cultures. 
Jose Padilla is an extremist. An extremist, by definition, does not 
represent the mainstream. The Prophet Muhammad demanded that 
all Muslims be loyal to the majority (Sahih, Ibn Ma’Jah; also Ibn 
Hibban, ‘Mawarid adh-dhaman’ p.47, on the authority of Zaid ibn 
Thabit, the Prophet’s famous secretary) 


As for your question who converts to Islam, here is a nice 
story for you: 


“Rome's Envoy to Saudi Arabia Converts to Islam: by Luke 
Baker, CNN, November 26 2001 CE: Italy's ambassador to Saudi 


Arabia has converted to Islam, the second time in seven years 
that an envoy of Rome to the land of Mecca has adopted its 
religion. 


“Cardilli's change of faith follows years of study of Islam. A 
graduate in oriental culture and languages from the University of 
Naples, Cardilli has spent much of his 33-year diplomatic career 
in the Muslim world. 


“The conversion of Cardilli -- who is married with two 
children -- follows the move to Islam made by Mario Scialoja, 
Italian ambassador to the Arab kingdom in 1994-95, who has 
since left the foreign service and is head of Italy's Muslim 
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League.’ 


Call me Crazy Ali, but try as you may to convince people that 
Islam is a violent religion, apparently the last two ambassadors to 
Saudi Arabia didn’t think so. Last time I checked, Ambassadors 
were there to help avoid conflict. So there are some better 
examples of intelligent people converting to Islam, than the 
infamous ones you bring up. You are a liar Ali, because you 
mislead people into thinking that because people like Jose Padilla 
embrace Islam, then that is indicitave of all Muslims. That is 
much like saying that the David Koresh, Branch-Davidian from 
Waco, Texas, is indicative of all Christians. 


Final Comments: 


Practically speaking, I cannot continue to write these lengthy 
responses. I would like to thank you all for your time and interest 
in my letters, and I am actually appreciative of this experience 
since I have learned so much—not from Ali, but from the many 
reference books I read during the course of our dialogue. 
However, I have lost the desire to continue on, since Ali insists 
on using biased sources to support his claims, as I have proven 
above. Therefore, I have decided that since the end of every trial 
has its closing arguments, we should have these as well. Below 


are my closing arguments. I will not bother to reply to Ali’s 
closing arguments. It is time for all of you to make your minds 
up. 

First of all, let me say that I love you all and I wish you all 
peace and health in your lives. I have no hatred at all towards any 
one of you, including Mr. Sina. As a Muslim, I am taught to love 
even those who oppose me and to try to make the WHOLE truth 
available to them, as opposed to Ali’s selective truths mixed in 
with lies and glued together by his flawed logic. I hope that God 
has mercy on all of your souls, and I implore you to stop your 
active participation in smearing the name of Islam. 


Islam means conforming your actions to the will of God. 
Being a good Muslim means being able to manifest your sincerity 
into good deeds. It is a tremendous struggle and a difficult one, 
but a rewarding one as well. Ever since I have become a 
practicing Muslim, I have felt nothing but peace in my heart and 
wisdom in my mind, and I invite you all to learn more about 
Islam from encyclopedias and from reputable scholars, and not 
rely on sources such as this clearly prejudiced website. 


Muslims are not taught to be violent. As any Muslim will tell 
you, we abhor the senseless violence we see every day. If that 
violence is maliciously and persistently directed at us, however, 
we must fight back until the hostilities cease. If we see injustice 
occur to the poor and disadvantaged, we must fight against it as 
well. The concept of war in Islam is not centered around 
territorial gain or other materialistic causes. It centers around 
fighting for your convictions when all diplomacy has failed. 


Some of you are adamantly opposed to all forms of violence, 
under all circumstances without exception. This is not practical in 
the world we live in. Violence is a reality. Muslims are taught to 
avoid it as much as possible, but when cornered we will fight 
until a resolution—ultimately peaceful—has been reached. To 


fight in the way of a lasting justice and peace—whether through 
the pen or the sword-- is something that we will not apologize for. 


Some of you are Christians and Jews that come here to smear 
our faith since you think that your religions are somehow better 
than Islam. My response to you is that that is a prideful view, and 
that you should worry about your own souls and the Day of 
Judgment, rather than attempt to show us “the error of our ways.” 
Muslims are not concerned with converting Jews or Christians as 
much as they are concerned with bettering their own souls, so I 
advise you to do the same. We all believe in the same God. We 
all respect the prophetic lifestyle. We all strive to do good deeds. 
Let us focus on the path that the prophets tread, do it with 
sincerity, and let God decide between us on that inevitable last 
day-- the day when we will accept total responsibility for our 
actions and our words. The last day of judgment is the day we all 
believe in, the day when good deeds will be the only currency 
acceptable to God. 


Some of you are atheists. To you, all I have to say is that I 
suggest you reflect longer about the existence of God (as the 
Quran repeatedly asks of all humans). Do not make the mistake of 
thinking that because modern scholarship has discredited the 
Bible, that ALL religion is nonsense. The Quran is the most 
preserved holy book available to us and is nothing like the Bible, 
in content, history, or development. As I mentioned before, even 
cavemen believed in religion. Belief in a higher order is inside all 
of us. If you do not think so, you are DENYING it. This is the real 
meaning of kafir—to conceal—to conceal your innate belief in 
God. Instead of doing the best you can to discredit all proof of 
God, I suggest you do the best you can to comprehend his proofs. 
However, nothing I say can make some of you believe, so to you, 
I pray for your souls and warn you of a day that you will wish 
you had believed in our creator and judge. God is real, folks. Do 
not make the mistake of assuming that since you cannot see him, 


he does not exist. Do not make the other mistake of thinking that 
most of humanity are stupid sheep for believing in God, either. 
Many of us have thought very hard about God, and we have come 
to the conclusion that there is something up there. 10, 000 years 
ago, a man named Noah thought so. Several thousand years later, 
a man named Abraham thought so. Moses thought so, Jesus 
thought so, and Muhammad thought so. These were the most 
influential people in history. I suggest you read as much as you 
can about their messages, and come to a more informed 
conclusion about the existence of God. 


Some of you are polytheists. To you I say that you should stop 
worshipping idols, as nothing can adequately symbolize or 
encapsulate the infinite source we all, on some level, try to 
worship. Painted stones are poor symbols for an Infinite power. 
Remember that it is mathematically, philosophically, and 
spiritually impossible to divide infinity. Whatever gods you try to 
worship are inherently limited by the presence of the other gods. 
There can only be one infinity. Polytheism and animism are 
usually culturally particular. There is no polytheistic religion that 
is a world religion (practiced by people all over the world.). The 
closest is Hinduism, which is largely confined to India, and it is a 
religion that teaches discrimination through the caste system. 
Polytheism is largely tribal, and relatively primitive, compared to 
the complex theologies of the monotheistic religions. Do not be a 
polytheist simply because your father was one. Think for yourself 
and ask yourself why the world at large does not believe in your 
polytheistic religion. 


To all the people who only believe in science and evolution I 
say this: Science has its limitations and there are many things that 
cannot be explained in purely scientific terms. There is no 
mathematical formula or equation that can define my personality. 
Science cannot define the happiness my heart feels when I pray or 
the suffering of a woman in Somalia when she can’t find food for 


her children. There are some things that can only be understood 
or sensed by our spiritual senses and can only be put in spiritual, 
as opposed to strictly intellectual, terms. In this sense, religion 
provides us with our spiritual sustenance, and gives us the 
inclination to think about a higher purpose for our limited time 
here on earth. Do not fill your time hating Islam, for no other 
reason that there are better and more productive things for you to 
do with your time. 


Furthermore, if you believe in evolution (which I personally 
believe in as well, seeing how much of it is not inconsistent with 
Islam), and have read the newspapers lately, two new discoveries 
in Chad have shaken up the entire theory of evolution. We are not 
certain how evolution works, and we do not have all the answers. 
It is a fact that life adapts to its surroundings, but that is only one 
component of the many theories of evolution that scientists have 
today. Islam can accommodate theories of both evolution and 
creation. Two famous writers in the Islamic world, Dr. Maurice 
Bucaille (“What is the Origin of Man’) and Harun Yahya 
(Evolution Deceit) have contributed well-reasoned and opposing 
arguments to the Muslim debate on evolution. 


As for people that believe in God, but do not follow a 
particular religion, then you are relying on your limited human 
ability to judge what is right and wrong, effectively defeating the 
purpose of God’s divine guidance. Organized religion is here for 
us to judge between right and wrong in our lives and to give us a 
structured path to God’s forgiveness. It is all or nothing. Either 
you believe in your religion and everything that comes with it, or 
you don’t and you deprive yourself of the divine guidance that 
comes with its message, and the community of believers that you 
should belong to. 


Monotheistic religions are separated only by which prophet a 
person wishes to follow, or as is more often the case, has been 
taught to follow. Jews follow Moses, Christians follow Jesus, and 


Muslims follow all of them. Muslims, however, believe that the 
message that the Prophet Muhammad brought has been the most 
well preserved—a fact that is supported by history—and thus, 
find good reason to rely on his words and way of life over the 
teachings of other prophets. If the Jews had preserved the 
message of God faithfully, why did Jesus come to admonish them 
for their transgressions and seek to restore the message of God to 
the people of Israel? But Jesus’ message has also been perverted 
from its original form, by the doings of various religious councils 
(especially the Council of Nicea and Trent, the corruption of the 
Popes, and omissions, changes, and various “versions” of the 
Bible) and various doctrines that are totally alien to the teachings 
of Jesus, such as the introduction of the concept of the Trinity by 
St. Athanasius 4 centuries after Jesus left this world. Furthermore, 
as Christianity spread, the priesthood found it necessary to 
compromise some of its teachings with pagan customs of the new 
lands it conquered in order to promote conversion (which was 
often forced, as in the case of Christianity in the “new world” of 
the Western Hemisphere). Perhaps this is why Christmas and 
Easter were on the same days as the Pagan festivals of the 
Roman Gods (where we got the name “Sun-day” from), the 
Babylonian Gods (Marduk on December 55, and the Saxon 
gods (Eastre, the Goddess of rebirth). 


Islam, however, has been uncorrupted by the pen of 
subsequent generations. Agree with its ideas or not, the fact 
remains that the words of the Quran has never been changed. It 
is a timeless message that billions of people adhered to and 
found profound and progressive truth in. The Islamic 
civilization succeeded while Europe was plunged in ignorance, 
the Americas were practicing human sacrifice, and the East was 
worshipping idols and kings. The Islamic civilization succeeded 
because the Quran commanded Muslims to think. 


Other religions have a priesthood. The role of a priest for 
many religions was to act as an intermediary between the believer 
and the higher power/s. Often times, priests were also the 
scholars and learned men of a society. This was largely because 
they were taught to read. Not only did they read, but they learned 
how to read in order to read spiritual texts, thereby increasing 
both their mental and spiritual knowledge at the same time. 
Reading is something we now take for granted. But back then, as 
it is now, being illiterate was a form of slavery. The priesthood in 
Christianity developed because not everyone could read. The 
priest read parts of the Bible to the congregation and often served 
as its spiritual anchor. The words of the priest were thus very 
important, as was the priests interpretation of what he read. Often 
times, his interpretation was passed off as God’s “Truth.” This is 
one of the main reasons why there are so many different sects in 
Christianity: There are many charismatic leaders who do not 
necessarily see eye to eye, and because the Bibles they are 
reading are translations, the word choice is ambiguous enough to 
allow room for disagreement and outright conflict. 


These problems are not present in Islam. Islamic civilization 
grew because all Muslims were commanded to be literate, 
especially in order to read the Quran. In Islam, knowledge is the 
bedrock of faith. There are no priests because we do not need 
anyone to interpret the incredibly clear message of the Quran. 
There are many interpretations to any verse in the Quran, but the 
vast majority do not seek to contradict each other, but rather be 
included on the list and to complement other interpretations. Very 
often, there is agreement. Furthermore, one finds that there is 
very little to actually interpret because the commands in the 
Quran are so clear: excel in every respect, remember God, be 
internally and externally devoted to Him, and do good works. 
Islam isn’t difficult to understand. But understanding can only 
come through knowledge, and knowledge can only be cultivated 


through thought, and this is why the Quran commands us to think. 
Islamic history is not like the history of the other religions, 
because Islam commanded widespread literacy and encouraged 
people to think for themselves. This is often why Islam is credited 
with forming the platform for the Renaissance and 
Enlightenment: We learned that thinking independently was 
important almost 1000 years before Europe did. Muslim thinkers 
invented the scientific method—which is essentially a method of 
rethinking everything. 


Your will should be based your knowledge and reasoning. 
Islam means submission to God’s will. That is what God taught 
Adam: how Adam should use his will to obey God’s will. It also 
what God meant for his descendants. To believe in Islam is to 
acknowledge that you were created by God, and to pay tribute to 
a being that has boundless knowledge and power. It is to worship 
your creator. Unlike other religions, Muslims do not believe they 
have a monopoly on God’s good favor. Jews believe they are the 
chosen people, and that the rest will burn in Hell. Christians 
believe that if you do not accept Jesus Christ dying for our sins on 
the cross, you will burn in Hell. Muslims believe that no one died 
for your sins, no one is a chosen over others, and that you will be 
responsible for your own actions when the day comes that you 
stand before God. God will decide who will burn in hell 
according to what each person knew, what they believed, and if 
they acted according to the knowledge they possessed. God will 
judge, because he is the only one fit to judge. That is why we 
don’t rape anyone. That is why we don’t force anyone to convert, 
which would be pointless anyway, since Islam is a voluntary and 
sincere submission to God, not a forced submission. That is why I 
am here talking to you: To warn you that everything you do when 
you close the curtains, everything you say when you are in front 
of others, and everything you write in this forum will be called to 
account on that day of judgment. Please think more about the 


concept of accountability. If you write about Islam out of 
intolerance, hatred, or prejudice, God will know. The conse- 
quences are the same if you wrote the same about other religions. 
God knows why you do the things you do and will mercifully 
judge you, but be reminded that he is strict in his punishment, and 
knows your heart and intentions well. 


During the time that I have visited this forum, I have heard 
venom from the lips of each and every one of you. You have done 
everything possible to blame Islam for every ill that you see in 
Muslim countries, from history all the way to the present. I can 
only do my best to remind you to separate between the peaceful 
teachings of Islam and the violence that is improperly committed 
in its name by selfish people motivated by their own agendas. 
Religion is a powerful unifier and a powerful divider. Please do 
not associate Saddam Hussein with us. Do not associate these 
dictators and extremists with the teachings of Islam. Islam has no 
desire to see people suffering in any way. Islam has no desire to 
harm others. In fact, Islam was a reformist, if not revolutionary, 
message to the ignorance prevalent in the world in the 7 century. 
It was revealed in order to help humanity. This is the main goal of 
our religion and it succeeded in doing so, until colonialism and its 
subsequent dictatorship/puppet governments chose to silence the 
voices of Islam violently. Almost every “Muslim” country is a 
dictatorship that crushes dissent. And almost everyone is 
supported in some way by the US or its allies, such as Algeria, 
Saudi Arabia, or Egypt. In Algeria, for example, democratic 
elections led to a victory by Islamic groups. The military made 
short work of this success, a military that was supported by 
France, which is supposed to be a democratic country. The West 
does not support democracy in Muslim countries, because if the 
people of these countries really could participate in the political 
process, there would be no guarantee that the policies they 
formulate would benefit the West, especially in today’s political 


climate. By keeping dictators in these (or any) country, the 
countries of the West can ensure that they can impose their will 
through the proxy leaders they support, a support which, not 
surprisingly, takes its form mainly through military aid. 


Islamic extremism is a product of these repressive regimes, 
and a simple survey of Muslim countries will show that the level 
of Islamic extremism is proportionate to the level of suppressed 
democracy. It is the same as the Chiapas Indians fighting in 
Mexico. It is the same as the ANC that Nelson Mandela led 25 
years ago. Without access to democracy, there will be a backlash 
by the disenfranchised. 


Extremism exists in the Muslim world because Islam teaches 
that tyrants have no right to govern, and must be removed—if not 
peacefully, then through Jihad, because a goal of Jihad is meant 
to restore some semblance of justice to society. The poverty and 
human rights abuses you see are not due to Islam, they are due to 
the incredible corruption of these dictatorships. Islam strives to 
fight against this, but then again, these dictators know that, and 
crack down on Muslims (who are often labeled under the blanket 
term “militants” or “fundamentalists.”) simply for challenging the 
status quo. The struggle turns violent when their voices are 
brutally and persistently repressed, as in the case of Algeria, 
Turkey, and Egypt. If violence is not acceptable, then how do you 
propose to rid the world of Saddam Hussein’s regime? By asking 
nicely? By conducting a sit in? If China slaughtered its own 
citizens in the Tienneamen Square sit-in without compunction, 
you can be assured that Saddam (or any other dictator) will do the 
same, and even kill the families of all involved. Peaceful 
opposition is not possible sometimes and as the Quran rightly 
says: Oppression is worse than (and often leads to) slaughter, so 
fight oppression, even with your lives if you must. Applying the 
methods of the US Civil Rights movement would be to take it out 
of historical and socio-political context. At the time, America was 


largely a country based on the rule of law, with at least a 
symbolic respect for human rights, and under the scrutiny of the 
world and its own press. None of these conditions are present in 
Iraq or other repressive regimes. Therefore, sit-ins and labor- 
strikes and any other form of opposition are often suppressed, and 
in the most brutal way possible, in order to serve as a deterrent to 
other people wishing to fight for their rights. Islam fights against 
all of this. Islam wants freedom. Islam wants democracy. Islam 
wants human rights to prevail. 


I hope that you all approach Islam with a more open mind. It 
seems that many of you have already made up your minds and are 
here in order to confirm your own prejudices. Ali Sina is a person 
who does not even attempt to conceal his seething hatred for 
Islam. Why would you listen to such a person? You say that he is 
telling the truth about Islam, but in fact, he is not—he is just 
telling you the stories you don’t read in many books. He claims 
that you don’t find these stories in books because the authors are 
apologists, but in fact, you will not find these stories in books 
because they are not credible. 


I just hope that you all see the harm in Mr. Sina’s message of 
intolerance. It is harmful both for society and for your own 
mind. Please stop hating Islam and stop frequenting these 
extremist sites. Please learn about Islam from a less one-sided 
source. Learn about Islam in order to know that God’s final 
message to humanity is one of peace and progression, and not 
the evil message that Ali Sina wants you to think it is. My 
friends, Ali is lying to you so he can get you to hate Islam as 
well. I know you see what he is doing. I know you are all 
smarter than that. 


Warmly, 


Wissam Nasr 


Ali Sina' Responds to Wissam Nasr's Message of Aug 24 


Dear Wissam, 


I am afraid you missed the point about quoting external 
sources. The only sources that I rely on are the hadith, the Ibn 
Hisham’s Sira and the Quran. All other books are based on 
these sources. If they are not, then they are the authors’ opinion 
and therefore unreliable. When I quote Muir, I quote him as a 
historian. I am not interested in his opinion. Of course, he is a 
Christian and he is writing within the Christian perspective. But 
when he is giving the historic facts, that has nothing to do with 
his bias. On the other hand, when you quoted the ‘Oxford 
History of Islam’, you quoted John Esposito as an authority. I 
do not accept the authority of Muir. I am not interested in his 
opinion. And by the same token I am not interested in 
Esposito’s opinions or anyone else’s. Historic facts are different 
from opinions. Let me explain. 


When I say Muhammad was a pedophile, I am giving my 
opinion. No one should take this as a fact unless I demonstrate 
this claim by showing factual evidence. All we have of course 
are those hadiths that point out to the Prophet’s sexual 
relationships with a 9 year-old girl. If Esposito or one of the 
contributors of ‘Oxford History of Islam’ can back their claims 
with hadith or Sira, I have no problem with that. 


You argued that I have to rely on translations of Hadith and 
Quran that hinder my understanding of these books. That is not 
true. Although I read the hadith in English, I read the entire 
Quran in Arabic several times going back and forth between the 
translation and the original and did not go to the next verse 
unless I fully understood it in Arabic. If I had relied solely on 
English version, perhaps my enlightenment would never have 


happened. The English translations [of the Quran] are sanitized 
and they are much softer. It is impossible to fathom the depth of 
violence of the Quran just by reading a translation of it. 


In defense of your claim that Quran does not say the Earth is 
flat, you wrote: “No sane interpreter of the Quran would (or has) 
ever accused the Prophet Muhammad of thinking this. The sheer 
absurdity of this claim being passed off as “rational thinking” 
should be a big red flag to all of you that Ali is misinterpreting 
the words of the Quran and hadith.” 


Well, as I recall there was this Sheikh Abdul Aziz bin 
Abdullah bin Baz the highest religious figure in the Kingdom [of 
Saudi Arabia], and head of the Committee for the Propagation of 
Virtue and Prevention of Vice as well as the president of the 
Islamic University in Medina who in 1969, declared that the earth 
was flat. So, at least one person who speaks perfect Arabic 
“misunderstood” the “clear” book of Quran. And by all account 
he was not insane other than being a Muslim. He had stated that 
the Sun revolved around the Earth. So convinced was he that he 
wrote a paper accusing Riyadh University of heresy because of its 
teachings on the solar system. In it, he claimed that God had 
made the Earth immovable, and had "fixed it down firmly with 
mountains in case the Earth shakes." He was obliged to revise 
both claims after a Saudi astronaut flew in a space shuttle and 
broadcast back to the kingdom television images providing 
evidence to the contrary. Such antediluvian opinions did not 
disqualify Bin Baz from becoming the President of Scientific 
Research, Da'wa, and Guidance Directorates, a position he has 
held since 1976 and one that gives him the rank of minister. 


You said meanings of the words in Arabic cannot be 
translated properly in English and that Jihad means ‘struggling 
against evil’. I quote you verses containing Qatal (fight). please 
translate them for us. 


“Jihad (holy fighting in Allah’s Cause) is ordained for you 
(Muslims) though you dislike it, and it may be that you dislike a 


thing which is good for you and that you like a thing which is 
bad for you. Allah knows but you do not know”. (2:216) 


"Verily, Allah has purchased of the believers their lives and 
their properties for (the price) that theirs shall be the Jannah. 
They fight in Allah's Cause, so they kill (others) and are killed. 
It is a promise in truth which is binding on Him in the Taurat 
(Torah) and the Injeel (Gospel) and the Qur'an. And who is 
truer to his covenant than Allah? Then rejoice in the bargain 
which you have concluded. That is the supreme success." 
(9:111) 


"And fight against the Mushrikun (polytheists, pagans, 
idolaters, disbelievers in the Oneness of Allah) collectively as 
they fight against you collectively. But know that Allah is with 
those who are Al-Muttaqun (the pious)." (9:36) 


Now please go to this [www.witness-pioneer.org/vil/hadeeth 
/riyad/1 1/chap234.htm] Islamic site where you can read a whole 
collection of verses and hadith on Jihad. Please write to them and 
tell them they are mistaken and cc your email to us. 


You wrote: “That is why your buddies who claimed to write 
a Sura in the “style” of the Quran failed. They did not write it 
in Arabic. That is like saying I can write better than 
Shakespeare and then I write something in Polish. That is 
absurd. Show me those imposters writing the verses in Arabic, 
and I would be happy to refer it to ANY professor of the Arabic 
language for his opinion on whether those fake verses can 
match up to the Quran. I will leave this as an open challenge, 
because you will never find an expert in the Arabic language 
agree that those so called verses in the style of the Quran would 
ever be more beautiful than the real thing.” 


No, the Suras are in Arabic and unlike the Surahs of the 
Quran they are flawless. You can call your expert. We have a 
few Arabs in our group too. Let us meet your challenge. 


You continued by saying, “...but his undoing lies in the fact 
that he recognizes absolutely NO GOOD in Islam, and that is 
where the vast majority of people just won’t agree with him. Even 
if we were 50% evil, that means we are 50% good—but he 
doesn’t point out ANY of the good, does he? That’s why he is 
biased, and that’s why his credibility is shot.” 


If I prove that Quran contains no good, that does not mean 
that Muslims are not good. Muslims are humans just like 
everyone else, no better and no worse than others. However, 
once they hearken to the evil teachings of Muhammad, they can 
be extremely evil. Quran is bad and those who follow the 
teachings of the Quran do bad things. Moreover, suppose we 
find some good in the Quran, it is no proof that this book is 
from God. You can find good things in almost any book. I can 
show you a lot of good things in Hitler’s speeches. Muhammad 
claimed that Quran is the word of God. If he was right, not even 
one error or evil verse should be found there. Now you want me 
to close my eyes and with a microscope search for the good 
teachings even if most of that book 1s wrong and evil? 


You wrote: “As for the accuracy of the Quran, Bernard Lewis, 
the eminent historian, claims that “there is no argument about 
the accuracy and authenticity of the Canon.” Good luck trying to 
say that Lewis is an apologist. Ali, I suggest you don’t even 
bother, since I have even seen some of your forum visitors speak 
of him with admiration." 


Bernard Lewis did not read the following article so he did not 
know that there is argument about the authenticity of the Quran. 
www. theatlantic.com/issues/99jan/koran.htm 


Moreover Bernard Lewis was a human and he can be 
mistaken. Gandhi also said some good things about Muhammad. I 
love Gandhi but he was mistaken. 


After writing half a page extolling the Quran and calling it a 
miracle you wrote, “Arab Christians also acknowledge it as the 
supreme example of the Arabic language.” 


Well, we have few Arabs among us. Let them speak and see if 
they agree. 


You wrote: “Although some claim that the Prophet Muhammad 
got his ideas from the Bible, it doesn’t resemble the Bible at all in 
content or writing style". 


That is because he was illiterate and he often forgot the correct 
version of the Biblical stories that he had heard in his childhood. 
That is why his version contains many gross errors, like 
confusing Maria the mother or Jesus with Miriam the sister of 
Moses and Aaron. 


You wrote: “The point is that in each hadith, we must not 
dwell exclusively on the situation per se, but we must also search 
for the deeper meaning behind each situation. What is the 
meaning or moral of the story? 


Okay. please tell me what is the deeper meaning behind this 
hadith? 


Sahih Bukhari Volume 1, Book 5, number 277: 


Narrated Abu Huraira: The Prophet said, "The (people of) Bani 
Israel used to take bath naked (all together) looking at each other. 
The Prophet Moses used to take a bath alone. They said, 'By 
Allah! Nothing prevents Moses from taking a bath with us except 
that he has a scrotal hernia.’ So once Moses went out to take a 
bath and put his clothes over a stone and then that stone ran away 
with his clothes. Moses followed that stone saying, "My clothes, 
O stone! My clothes, O stone! till the people of Bani Israel saw 


him and said, 'By Allah, Moses has got no defect in his body. 
Moses took his clothes and began to beat the stone." Abu Huraira 
added, "By Allah! There are still six or seven marks present on 
the stone from that excessive beating." 


Rape and captives in Islam 


On this subject, you wrote: “it is absolutely, utterly, and 
totally ridiculous, preposterous, and absurd to think that Muslims 
can lawfully force themselves on a woman in a sexual manner. 
That claim is just so unbelievable, I am actually having a hard 
time accepting that I am writing about this. No Muslim can force 
himself on a woman. Period....” 


What you wrote about the prohibition to rape the captives is 
just denial. We quoted the Quran and the hadith to prove our case. 
But you quote a John Renard a Catholic who like other 
Westerners wants to be politically correct and disculpate Islam 
from the blame. Facts speak otherwise. You keep quoting second 
hand sources. Those are opinions. They cannot be more accurate 
than the Quran and Hadith. Muslims who rape and do other 
perversities do not read John Renard, Bernard Lewis or Gandhi 
for their guidance. They read the Quran and the Hadith. They 
listen to their Mullahs to explain the religion to them not to 
Western apologists. A Pakistani Mullah gave a fatwa that it is 
okay for Pakistani soldiers to rape the Bangali women when the 
former attacked Bangladesh in 1971. 250,000 Bangali women 
were thus raped and 3,000,000 Bangalis mostly the educated class 
were massacred. 


It is interesting to note that even your source john Brand who 
claims that killing and raping are not justifiable in Islam admits 
that horrors were perpetrated “in the very name of Islam”. Why is 
that so? Isn’t it possible that those Muslims that perpetrated those 
horrors understood the Quran differently? He added, “Nothing 
can excuse those who engage in such atrocities, whatever their 
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express motivation, whatever their avowed religious affiliation. ’ 
How about the verses of the Quran that explicitly call the 
Muslims to hate the Christians and Jews, not befriend them but 
humiliate them and impose a penalty tax on them and kill the 
kafirs? Aren’t these verses good excuses? 


Miracles 


Dear Wissam. If really God has to resort to magic and 
sensationalism to impress people, He surely is a miserable god. If 
miracles are proof they are proof for those who witness them. 
They are just hearsay for the rest and therefore useless. 


The miracle of splitting the moon took place in Mecca but as 
we know after 13 years of preaching and producing the biggest 
miracle ever only a hundred or so embraced Islam. This goes to 
say that if the story of that miracle is right it really did not work. 
The advancement of Islam started after the Prophet became a 
highway robber and a marauding chieftain. That seems to be a 
much more effective miracle. 


Now I hope you know that the moon you see in Mecca is the 
same one the Chinese, the Europeans, the Indians or the 
Americans see. Can you show me any reference to this most 
amazing event in the annals of any nation? 


Anyway despite all the logical absurdities, I personally have 
some reservation to reject the miracle of splitting the Moon as 
reported in the Hadith. It actually could be true. The reason I say 
this is because my own great grandfather who was a very saintly 
man one day split the Sun. Everybody saw that miracle. This 
amazing wonder is not recorded in any historic book for the same 
reasons that the splitting of the Moon at the time of the Prophet is 
not. If you think I am lying, please disprove me. You have no 
way to disprove me. If the miracle of my great grandfather that 
everyone witnessed is no proof for you, despite the fact that you 
agree that God can play all sorts of sorcery, just because YOU did 


not see it, why should I believe in Muhammad’s alleged miracles 
when I did not see them? 


As for the Jews, please understand that those stories in the 
Bible are fables. No serious scholar takes them for real. 


I am sure you know that Muslims or the Semitic religions are 
not the only ones who believe in miracles. The Indian religions 
and the Native Americans have tales that are also fantastic in 
nature. Now of course as a Muslim you do not believe in these 
religions. Please tell me why should I accept what you call 
miracles and reject the wonderments of these other religions? 


The Spirit World, the Jinn, and the Unseen 


You start your argument on Jinn by: “Jf you believe in any 
religion, you believe in the unseen”’. 


Well that is the whole point. When you start believing in 
hocus pocus you lose your rational ability and become vulnerable 
to be duped by unscrupulous power hungry charlatans who claim 
to have contact with the unseen. 


You try to prove the existence of the Jinn because as you say, 
“more people are turning to religion and new age spirituality 
. First of all that is a false premise! The fact is that 
more people are turning AWAY from this hocus pocus business 
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movements 


and turning towards reason and science for the explanation of the 
unknown phenomena. Secondly the truth cannot be determined by 
the consensus of the majority. There was a time that everyone 
believed that the Earth is stationary and the Sun is revolving 
around it. This was never true even though everyone believed in 
it. So even though many people still believe in hocus-pocus, 
hocus-pocus remains hocus-pocus. Therefore this kind of 
reasoning is flawed. 


You went on to count a story of a haunted house as the proof 
of the existence of Jinns. I am amongst the few rationalists who 
accept the existence of a non-material (call its “spiritual’’) 


dimension, parallel to this universe. I think this is an area that 
needs to be studies further. But just because an area of science is 
not yet explored that does not justify the religionists to come with 
their most ridiculous and unscientific explanations. When 
Copernicus explained the movement of the plants around the Sun, 
Newton had not yet discovered the law of gravity. So Copernicus 
thought that angels move the planets around the Sun. Copernicus 
was a great scientist but he was still a religious man believing in 
the religious absurdities. If Newton were as religious as 
Copernicus he probably would not have cared to find the real 
answer to this “strange” phenomenon. Today no one believes 
angels are responsible for pushing the planets around the Sun. 
Today’s science explains the mystery that baffled Copernicus and 
his contemporaries. 


Today we do not know much about “haunted houses” and 
other phenomena that we categorize as “occult”. All these 
phenomena will be explained in time when we discover new 
physical laws and may be worlds that are not made of matter but 
fall within the purview of science. Speculation about these 
subjects prior to understanding them 1s fit for the gullible folks 
with a lot of imagination and little rational ability. 


There is a difference between things that we do not know and 
things that we know are absurd. The stories of Muhammad about 
Jinns fall within the second category. At one time Muhammad 
claimed that he fought with Satan while he was prying and said if 
he could grab him he would tie him to a column in a mosque so 
everyone could see him. What a ridiculous story! As he himself 
claims somewhere else, Satan is made of spirit. How in the world 
can you tie a spirit to a column and make him visible? If spirits 
can go through the walls, can ropes hold them in place? In 
another place he asks his companion not to bring bones for him to 
clean his anus because the Jinns find food on them. Now if Jinns 
are made of spirits why they need food made of matter? There is 


no consistency in the stories of Muhammad. He just wanted to 
fool his audience. That is all. In another occasion he claimed to 
have visited the town of the Jinns and they all converted to Islam. 
Well this may explain why those Jinns are so evil and why they 
constantly terrorize people. After eradicating Islam in this world I 
will try to visit the town of the Jinns and make them leave Islam 
too. I bet this will stop them from haunting houses and terrorizing 
people. 


You wrote, “But interestingly enough, I find that you ‘believe’ 
in souls. Tell me Ali, what is your direct, scientific evidence that 
we have souls? What does they look like? Where are your 
scientific journals proving that we have souls? Why should I 
‘believe’ in something that clearly defies science?” 


As a matter of fact I do not “believe” in souls. I do believe that 
there are phenomena that does not fall within the purview of the 
known science. These areas must be further studied. I have had 
dreams that have come true and my parents dream about me 
whenever I am in some sort of distress even though they live half 
a world apart from me. I cannot dismiss all that because that 
would be closing my eyes to the evidence but I cannot accept the 
ridiculous statements of a charlatan who has a history of lying 
and deceiving people. There is an ample evidence to be convinced 
that there is a reality beyond the material world sensed by us. 
This is not illogical. Now even science speaks of antimatter of 
which we know very little. Therefore I am not going to sit and 
speculate about it. What is not rational is to let ourselves be taken 
by unscrupulous swindlers who pretend to have answers to these 
unexplainable phenomena and make you believe in their spoof. 


You wrote: "Jf you believe we have souls that are unseen, what 
do you suppose is the source of our souls? The Big Bang? Are 
you telling me that souls are made of physical elements? Are 
souls solid, liquid, or gas?” 


No I do not believe that soul is made of matter. I believe that 
soul is the function of the matter. Take the example of life. Life is 
not made of matter either but it is a function of the matter. This 
subject cannot be discussed in this debate. I will write an article 
explaining it in more detail when I find time for it. 


Refuting to have blind faith you wrote: “J would not doubt the 
words of the Prophet Muhammad, because he was known to be 
honest (named Al-Amin, “The Truthful,” by people in Mecca even 
before his Prophethood) by a great many people, especially the 
ones around him, who knew him best” 


Said who? This is the most preposterous claim of the Muslims. 
The only people who make such claim are his followers. The rest 
of the humanity knows that he was an impostor, a liar, and a 
storyteller. Do we have any other source except the hadithes 
written by Muslims to substantiate this claim? No, he killed all of 
his opponents. All those who refused accepting him, who doubted 
in his honesty, were assassinated and exterminated by him. Your 
claim that Muhammad was honest is worthless to me. Of course 
you believe he was honest. The followers of Ron Hobart think he 
was honest too. The Moonies believe Sun Myun Moon was 
honest. Those who gave their lives defending David Koresh 
thought he was honest. So on so forth. The followers of all cults 
believe that their guru is honest. That is no proof to any rational 
person. Some western historians have echoed the same claim 
based on Islamic sources. All that amounts to no proof. We can 
establish Muhammad was a liar just by reading the Quran and 
scrutinizing his own words. When we see that he is talking 
nonsense, we can be certain that he was lying. And the Quran is 
full of nonsense. 


You wrote, “Furthermore, the very fact that the Prophet 
instructs us to learn as much as we can from as many sources as 
possible, as well as the Quranic command to think and use our 


reasoning to apprehend God’s purpose in creation, shows me that 
the God encourages thinking.” 


For the sake of heaven! What thinking? Look at the state of 
the Muslims. Can you show me one nation as ignorant as 
Muslims? Doesn’t this prove that Islam is an impediment to 
thinking and real learning? Why you try to fool yourself with 
these cheap clichés? Are Muslims allowed to think anything that 
goes against the Quran? What kind of thinking is that? It is like 
erecting a wall of ignorance around yourself and saying we are 
free to roam around this precinct. In this very letter you showed 
the kind of “thinking” that Muslims are capable of. You have no 
problem accepting any unreasonable irrational claim because 
Muhammad said so and because you believe that Muhammad was 
honest. That is not thinking. It’s believing! Thinking required 
doubting. But Muslims are not allowed to doubt. They are 
encouraged to have faith in illogical and ridiculous. Questioning 
the Islamic dogma is a taboo that can cost one’s life. Please stop 
fooling yourself with this preposterous claim that Muslims are 
encouraged to think. They are not encouraged to think. They are 
encouraged to obey and to believe blindly. They are called 
Muslims because they submit their intelligence, independence, 
freedom and self to a fictitious deity called Allah. How can you 
be a submitter and a thinker at the same time? If you think it 
means you do not submit and if you submit it means that you 
relinquish thinking and follow blindly. 


You wrote: “Jslam came to eradicate superstitions, such as 
the practices of drinking the blood of your enemies in order to 
make you a better warrior.” 


That is a bogus statement. Islam is the very source of 
superstitions. Apart from the idea of Jinns that is superstition and 
you believe in it because Quran says so; apart from the most 
obvious superstition of the splitting the moon; Quran is full of 
other superstitions like cursing your enemies. What logic is in 


this? Why God has to listen to a creature of his to harm another 
creature? Is God really so petite? Isn’t this invoking the curse of 
God, practiced so often by Muhammad a stupid superstition? 
Forget about the immorality of that, just think, if you are capable 
of, and ponder on its stupidity. Why should god want to hurt 
someone just because that person disbelieve in Him? Why should 
God be so desperate to be known? If he is so desperate and really 
wants to hurt someone who does not believe in him why he needs 
someone else to make this petition? Doesn’t he know better? Was 
Muhammad wiser than God to tell him how to run his world and 
what to do with his creatures? If cursing had any effect why 
Muhammad’s enemies were not harmed by it and why it took him 
to go after them and personally kill them? Hitler or any despot 
with superior military might could do the same thing. Looks like 
that the sword of Muhammad’s brainless followers were more 
effective than his Allah. 


You wrote: “Jslam is not afraid of its adherents thinking on 
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their own.’ 


That is a bogus statement of course. What is the punishment of 
those Muslims who after thinking decide to leave Islam? Muslims 
are not allowed to think against the Islamic dogma. They are not 
allowed to think against the Quran. If you limit a person’s 
thinking, that is not thinking. All Muslims are allowed to do is to 
interpret the verses of the Quran and discuss with each other 
about that book. Beyond that no thought is allowed. This is called 
exercise in ignorance. There is a vast human knowledge beyond 
the Quran that contradict it, but Muslims are not allowed to touch 
it, discuss it or think about it. This is not thinking. 


You wrote: “Jf anything, it encourages it, [Thinking] because 
it knows that the ultimate source of truth, and the final 
destination of your contemplative journey, will be God, the 
source of all knowledge." 


This is a dogma not thinking? What if my thinking rejects the 
existence of such deity? What if I come to the conclusion that the 
above is a false claim? You have accepted a priory a certain 
precepts through blind faith, therefore your rational reasoning is 
already limited. It is like wearing a certain colored glass that 
filters some of the lights. It is oblivious that your perception of 
reality would be limited when you view the world only through 
that glass. The only real form of thinking is free thinking—free 
from all preconceived assumptions and beliefs. Only when you 
learn to doubt everything you can start thinking, other than that 
your thinking is impaired and it is not thinking. 


You wrote: “Although you might not respect our beliefs, the 
simple fact that the idea of Islam has transcended both geography 
and time, both the minds of individuals and the minds of entire 
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empires, proves that it is a legitimate source of guidance. 


That is false logic. The fact that Islam has lasted so far is 
because it used force to subdue any critical thinking. Today that 
thanks to the Internet that power is taken away from the Muslims; 
the destruction of Islam is inevitable. As a Muslim you certainly 
do not believe in Hinduism. But by your own logic you have to 
admit that Hinduism is a more legitimate religion than Islam 
because it is thrice older than Islam. The truth of a belief can only 
be determined by its concordance with logic. Islam is not 
concordant with logic. The fact that it has lasted for 1400 years is 
because it nipped in the bud any voice of dissent. 


You wrote: “No one will agree with you if you say that Islam 
has not helped to cultivate the very idea of what a civilization 
should be. There have just been too many contributions to the 
fields of art, science, law, government, religion, philosophy—the 
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list goes on and on.’ 


This is absolutely a false statement. First of all “Islamic 
civilization” is an oxymoron. Islam is an anti civilization cult. It 


is the epitome of barbarity par excellence. Islam crippled the art, 
clipped the wings of the poets, prohibited music, banned 
paintings, restricted philosophy, interdicted democracy and 
imposed a loutish legislation that reduced civilized societies into 
barbarians. We Iranians wrote the first Charter of Human Rights 
and now under the influence of Islam we stone the single 
mothers, we chop the hands of the petty thief; we abuse our 
young girls as young as 9 years old by licensing marriage at such 
tender age. This is all the result of the Islamic “culture”. You 
may call it culture but to me it is barbarity. 


You wrote: “we have the proof of our creator right in front of 
us. Our minds are there to apprehend the objects and events 
around and inside of us as further proof of an _ intelligent 
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creation. ’ 


This is a different subject that requires another discussion. 
Here we are not discussing the existence of God. Let us suppose 
that there is a God who created this universe. This does in no way 
prove that Muhammad, that murderer, liar, pedophile man was his 
messenger. Let us discuss things one by one. We are not 
discussing about God for now. Let us pretend that He exists. My 
claim for now is that Muhammad was an impostor for the simple 
reason that he was a vile, ignominious, contemptible person. 
Everything he did was abhorrent. And also because his book 
contains absurdities that reveal the fact that he was a stupid man 
with no contact with any super power. 


In praise of Muhammad you wrote, “Jn his conflicts he was 
never guided by lust for treasure or land.”’ 


The very hadithes that depict his life belie this statement. We 
have hadithes that show Muhammad invaded innocent people just 
for the lust of their wealth, lands, and women. We have hadithes 
that count how he tortured a Jew who had hidden the treasures of 
the Khaibar with red iron rod to make him reveal the whereabouts 


of that hidden treasure until he died. We have hadithes that say 
Muhammad’s army raided cities killed the men and he raped the 
women whom they captured in those raids after killing their loved 
ones. Safiya and Rayhana were the women who he raped after 
killing their male relatives. So stop lying to yourself about the 
virtues of Muhammad. That man you call a prophet was no 
prophet at all but a shameless conman of no moral values. He was 
a narcissist. His morality was as much developed as the morality 
of a five years old child. He had no conscience whatsoever. He 
could kill so heartlessly, because he had no conscience. He was as 
evil as Hitler or other famous narcissists. 


The claim that the Prophet was insane 


You tried to refute my claim that Muhammad was a 
schizophrenic and wrote: “A schizophrenic is usually (broadly) 
understood to be a person in psychosis, that hallucinates and 
hears voices to the point of literally being unable to continue his 
or her life.” 


Well, Muhammad fits into that description. He heard voices of 
angels, Jinns and other shadowy figures. So he was hallucinating. 
Didn’t he try to commit suicide? Isn’t this another proof that he 
was not sane? Wasn’t he obsessed with religion and God? This is 
another clue that he was a schizophrenic. But schizophrenia per 
se is not such a bad thing. Today with medications schizophrenics 
can lead a normal life and some of them are very intelligent 
people. Schizophrenics can also be kind hearted warm people. 
However, apart from schizophrenia Muhammad was also a 
narcissist. It is this combination that made of him such an evil 
character. He was a man obsessed with megalomaniac self- 
aggrandizing ideas who was also hallucinating. That is what made 
him such a monster. He actually believed in his lies. So in a 
twisted way there is some truth to his “reputation” of honesty. 
This man was so sick that he could not differentiate the reality 
from fantasy. So technically we cannot say he was lying because 


he actually believed in his hallucinations and considered them to 
be real. 


You wrote: “This man signed treaties and was a _ fully 
functioning human being, Ali. By all accounts he was a great 
general and even greater diplomat. His closest companions 
certainly did not accuse of him of being some out-of-control 
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maniac that heard and saw random things. 


Hitler was also a functioning man. So were Stalin and Saddam 
Hussein. But these people were/are insane. A lot of insane 
individuals occupy very sensitive positions. Many of our leaders 
and politicians were/are insane. Intellectually they are advanced. 
They know how to manipulate and how to take advantage of the 
gullibility of the masses but emotionally they have not evolved. 
Muhammad’s mother was a careless woman who abandoned her 
only child to be raised by a Bedouin woman. This tells us a lot 
about the emotional statement of Amina (Mo's mother). 
Muhammad had a very turbulent childhood. He changed five 
foster parents before the age of 12. This man was emotionally a 
wreck. He never forgave his mother. 50 years after her death he 
visits her tomb, cried profusely but did not pray for her. What 
does that say about his state of the mind? And yes people of his 
time also said that he was a lunatic. He confessed to that charge 
in the Quran. 


As the proof of the sanity of Muhammad you made the 
example of the faith of Umar and said, “No scholar would say he 
was insane”. I am also not making such claim. Umar was not 
insane but he was gullible. In one occasion he kissed the Black 
Stone in Kaaba and said, I know you are just a stone and have no 
power over anything. Had I not seen the Prophet kissing you I 
would not have kissed you. It is clear that he gave up his own 
rational thinking and believed in Muhammad who was 
superstitious and insane. The whole Muslims are not insane 
either, but they follow blindly an insane man. 


You asked: “so tell me Ali, how could Muhammad have such a 
following if he was irrational and hallucinatory, like all 
schizophrenics are?” 


I answer your question with a rhetoric question: How could so 
many intelligent Germans follow an insane man such as Hitler? 
How about Iranians falling under the sway of Khomeini or 
Soviets hailing Stalin? Perhaps a sociologist can answer that 
question better. But when intelligent people give up analytical 
thinking and like you believe in someone blindly and accept the 
most irrational fibs such as “splitting the moon” and “Jinns”’, this 
is what happens. When you find the answer to your irrational 
belief in Muhammad's whoppers you will find the answer to your 
above question. 


You write: “The Prophet Muhammad was a predictable man: 
he valued truth, justice, and other virtues of God, not unlike what 
Jesus taught. Schizophrenics, on the other hand, are not even 
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close to being predictable. ’ 


Well Muhammad was unpredictable. Perhaps you have 
forgotten or don’t know the story of his “Satanic Verses” or his 
suicidal tendencies. 


You wrote: “you are using Christian biased writers to support 
your claims of the Prophet’s insanity, which are clearly what you 
use to support your propaganda against the prophet.” 


No Sir. I am using the Quran and the Hadith to come to such 
conclusions. 


You wrote: “Furthermore, If he was insane then how did he 
govern the entire city of Medina so well (or even at all?). How 
could an insane person have such aptitude for military strategy? 
How could an insane person negotiate contracts and treaties?” 


I think you are confusing intellectual insanity with emotional 
insanity. Hitler, Stalin, Saddam, Polpot or Napoleon were not 
intellectually insane. They had superior intelligence. Their 


insanity was emotional. Some Schizophrenics are very intelligent 
and most narcissists are highly intelligent. 


You wrote: “Jt is interesting to note that the arguments that 
attempt to discredit the Prophet have not changed for countless 
centuries.” 


Why should they? If they were made up they would have 
changed. None of those charges have been answered yet. 


You wrote: “Michael H. Hart, the noted historian, ranks 
Muhammad as the number ONE most influential person in 
history” 


First of all, look that you are the one who constantly are 
quoting third parties to back your claims. I base all my claims on 
the Quran and Hadith and the approved history of Islam such as 
Sirat. Sometimes I quote reputed Islamic scholars as a secondary 
backing of my proof. Secondly I do not disagree that Muhammad 
was very influential in the history. My contention is that his 
influence was extremely detrimental. He stifled the civilization 
and choked the intellectual development of his followers. I have 
no doubt that if it were not for Islam with men like Razi, Ibn 
Sina, Farabi, Khayyam, Biruni and others Iran would have 
ushered humanity into the Renascence followed by Enlighte- 
nment five hundred years before Europe. What would be of the 
world today if we had the Renascence 900 years ago? What 
would be of the world if we had our Industrial Revolution 700 
years ago? But those great men were called heretics, they were 
shunned and their philosophical booked destroyed. Look at Iran 
now! It is one of the most backward countries of the world. That 
is what Islam has done to us. 


So dear Wissam, don’t fool yourself with this “number one 
most influential person in history” tale. Incidentally many of 
those influential people were evil people and their influence was 
pernicious. No one can question the influence of Changez Khan, 


Hitler or Stalin. Marx had tremendous influence in the 19" and 
the 20" century politics. But it was mostly devastation, misery 
and death. Marx was not insane at all. He was superbly intelligent 
and emotionally balanced. But his theories were wicked, mostly 
based on hate and therefore his influence was devastating. 


You wrote: “and the Prophet Muhammad’s case mirrors the 
case of Jesus” 


That is absolutely a false statement. Did Jesus invade those 
who disbelieved in him? Did he kill anyone? Did he rape a 9- 
year-old child or rape women captured in raids? Comparing 
Muhammad to Jesses is a gross insult to human intelligence. 
Jesus is a mythological personage. Most of the stories attributed 
to him drive from Mithraism a Persian religion dominant in 
Europe prior to the advent of Christianity. But if we accept the 
counts of the New Testament as our source of information 
about Jesus we find a holy person, sanctified from most vices, 
divine in every aspect, unblemished and pure. But what we 
learn about Muhammad from the very Islamic sources is 
anything but. Muhammad was the embodiment of evil. He was 
an abomination. A disgrace to human race! How can one 
compare Muhammad with Jesus? 


You wrote: “As far as your claims that the Prophet was some 
kind of sex maniac, let us see what noted British author Geoffrey 
Parrinder wrote in his book...” 


It is amazing that you accuse me of using third party sources. 
Wake up Wissam. Who cares what others say. Did Geoffrey 
Parrinder saw Muhammad? Where did he get his information 
about Muhammad? Why should I listen to him or to anyone else 
when I can go to the source and find out the truth on my own? 
The facts that I tell you are based on the Quran and the Hadith. 
Anything that contradicts those sources is opinion not fact. 


Muslims and lying 


On this subject you quoted few verses of the Quran that 
prohibit lying and a hadith where some kind of lying is permitted. 
The point is what Muhammad said and what he did where two 
different things. This man was a moral relativist. His whole story 
of prophethood was a lie. However here we are not talking about 
Muhammad but Muslims. 


You quoted a hadith that says lying in war is permissible and 
wrote: “Second, lying and deception when on the battlefield is 
almost a necessity so one can gain a strategic advantage. All 
governments, including our own, launch “disinformation” 
campaigns to preserve their strategic advantage. It is often a 
matter of life and death, or as we say now, ‘national security.” 


This is precisely the point. Islam is not a religion trying to 
elevate the moral standard amongst the people, teach them ethics 
and values but it is a political movement with the ambition to 
dominate the world using religious sentiment as a tool of 
domination. Because Islam is not a religion but a political force, 
it has to play the political game of deceit, misinformation and lies 
in its struggle for power. Islam has divided the planet into Dar al 
Harb and Dar al Islam; Muslims are encouraged to lie, in Dar al 
Harb to gain “strategic advancement”. 


I hope it clear to everyone that when Muslims claim that they 
love America, or any other kafir land they are lying. They are 
trying to deceive you. Your country to them is Dar al Harb (the 
house of war) and as such they are encouraged to lie to you and 
deceive you in order to strengthen their foot holes and one day 
when the time is ripe launch their Jihad on you. Wake up people! 
The Muslims among you have no allegiance to your country even 
when they are born from you. Their allegiance is to Islam and 
Islam is not a religion, as you know it but a political force of 
imperialism that wants to take over the word and dominate your 


lives. John Walker Lynd may have been a misguided youth but all 
Muslims are misguided and all of them would betray their 
country and kill their own people for this cult. We Iranians had a 
man called Salman who was alive in the time of Muhammad. He 
converted to Islam, he betrayed his own country, spied for the 
Muslims and joined them in invading Iran and shoulder-to- 
shoulder with the enemy murdered his own countrymen to make 
this religion dominate his own country. If Muslims ever win, John 
Walker and his ilk that are now called traitors will be hailed as 
heroes just as the Iranian traitor, Salman Parsi is now a hero! 


Imam Jafar Sadiq (Ironically Sadiq means truthful) said: 
"Associate your opponents only outwardly and oppose them 
inwardly." (Ft. #1, Usool al Kafi, p.244) Jafar is the Imam of the 
Shiites but this hypocrisy holds true for all the Muslims. 


Actually there is a term for the Islamic deceit. It is called 
Taqiya. The Prophet himself practiced it in signing treaties with 
his opponents. As Mr. Nasr is confessing here, it is admissible to 
lie to and deceive your opponents. Perhaps that explains why 
neither Saddam Hussein nor Yasser Arafat could be trusted for 
their words. Anyone relying on a treaty signed by Muslims would 
be a fool. 


Thank you, Mr. Wissam Nasr, for being so candid about it. 
The Jewish Tribes 


Mr. Nasr, in your letter you briefly went over the story of the 
genocide of the Jews and explained the reasons why Muhammad 
besieged, banished, massacred the Jews of Medina, enslaved their 
wives and confiscated their belonging. All I can see in you is a 
man with total lack of moral values. A man so blinded that cannot 
distinguish between good and evil. How can a human being not 
cringe and even defend the treason and tyranny of Muhammad 
against the Jews? You say that the Bani Qurayza was forced to 
surrender without condition (That is of course because 


Muhammad cut the water to their quarter—very nice for someone 
claiming to be the messenger of the merciful God). But then 
Muhammad chooses Sad ibn Muadh to pass the verdict. Of course 
you did not mention the fact that this old man had personal 
vendetta with the Bani Qurayza. And you did not mention that 
when he said that the men of Bani Qurayza should be put to death 
and their wives and children taken as slaves Muhammad praised 
him saying he was inspired by God. Now tell me Mr. Executive 
Director of Human Rights, was what Muhammad did right? What 
is the definition of Human Rights for you Sir? What an amazing 
tile you have given yourself! 


We know that Allah sent several revelations in every occasion 
when his beloved prophet was in need of them. For example he 
sent a revelation to exonerate him from abiding to his own oath 
when he promised not to sleep with Marya the maid of one of his 
wives. There was also a revelation telling him that his adoption 
with Zeid is null and he can marry with his own daughter in law. 
Even there was a revelation for his wives to cover themselves 
when young men looked at them. Muhammad’s God was so 
concerned of his Prophet’s well being that even Aisha s noted 
sarcastically “Thy God is oft ready to come to thy succor”. Why 
Allah did not send any revelation on such important matter? 
Didn’t the lives of 600 to 900 Jews worth as much as Muhammad 
having sex with Mariah? Why instead of Allah Muhammad had to 
seek the judgment of a man who hated the Bani Qurayza? How 
convenient hah? 


Dear Mr. Executive Director of Human Rights! There is 
something inherently evil in your value system. I am ashamed to 
call myself human when people like you call themselves 
defenders of Human Rights. By not seeing the obvious evil in 
what Muhammad did with the Jews of Medina, you have 
demonstrated that you have no moral fiber. How can you defend 
the actions of a man who pulls down the pants of the young boys 


to see whether they have grown hair over their genitals to 
determine whether they have reached manhood in order to 
decapitate them? What was the fault of these boys? Where is your 
humanity, Mr. Director of Human Rights? Please do not disgrace 
this title. You have done nothing and you will do nothing because 
you are not here to defend the Human Rights but the rights of the 
Muslims to kill, to murder, to lie. 


Please don’t make a mockery of Human Rights, Sir. 
Converts 


You wrote: “When you bring up names like Jose Padilla, you 
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are painting all of us as terrorists. 


No Sir. When you defend Muhammad’s terrorist actions 
against the Jews, it is you who paint yourself as terrorist. You are 
not a follower of terrorist Jose Padilla, but you are the follower of 
the terrorist Muhammad. As long as you follow a terrorist and 
you condone and defend his terrorist acts, you are a potential 
terrorist. What can we say of a man who holds a mass murderer 
and assassin as his leader? Now of course most Muslims are not 
aware that their prophet was a terrorist. Many of them are in 
denial. But you know and you defend his crimes. 


You wrote: “Jf you wish to bring up an example of what a 
Muslim should be like, why don’t you mention the first four 
Caliphs who were companions of the Prophet?” 


Oh dear! It seems that you are completely lost! Do you know 
that it was Ali who massacred those 600 to 900 men of Bani 
Qurayza? What kind of human being can have such heart? Do 
you know that this man massacred 4000 of Islamic dissidents 
Khawarej when they sat on the ground with no weapons in 
protest? What about Omar? This man was not as ruthless as Ali. 
But he was a bigot to the core. Wasn’t he the man who cleansed 
Arabia from the Jews and the Christians, acting on the last will of 
Muhammad? Who said the “rightly guided Khalifs” were symbol 


of mercy? They were power hungry tyrants. Three of them were 
murdered because of the discontent and as the result of their 
oppression. The history of Islam is a history of power, deceit, 
assassination and tyranny. It is 1400 years of shame. 


You wrote: “The Prophet himself was a role model to both 
men and women from all cultures.” 


Yes! And that is the whole problem. When a billion people 
take a crazy man like Muhammad as their role model, you cannot 
expect better from the Muslims. That is why, when Muslims try 
to follow their prophet to the full extent, they become terrorists. 
Is there a day that some Muslims are not in the news for some 
terrorist activity? 


You brought the example of the ambassador of Italy to SA 
who accepted Islam. First of all, this is no proof that Islam is a 
real religion. People do stupid things and one should not judge 
the validity of a religion by the understanding of others. I have 
written about a prominent psychologist who has become a 
devotee of John de Ruiter, a totally insane person who has orgies 
with his followers. This man swears that de Ruiter is very sane. 
Should we believe him because he is a doctor psychologist? Even 
educated people do crazy things. The absurdity of Islam is clear 
from its sacred writings. No number of famous followers would 
make this religion a true one, especially when we know that 
Saudis pay prominent people to convert to Islam because they 
consider it the best investment in their propaganda campaign. 


